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DEPARTMENT OF AGRJCUL.WRE 
OFFlCS OF THe: SECRETARY 

W.ASHINGT~N. O.C. 2~eO 

'. . 

MAR 1 2000 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 National Leadership Team 

Forest Planning Rule Advisory Team 

Forest Planning g Team 


, 
" FROM: 	 James R. Lyons 


"['nder Secretary 

Natural Resources vironment 


N!i~el Dombeck /yf/j" / CfJ 	 /J 
C1Uef . I' I ~. ~ 
U.S. Forest Service 

SUBJECT: 	 Final Guidance for Forest Planning Rules 

The following specific direction is provided for resolution of the issues addressed during 
National Leadership Team meeting on our proposed forest planning rules. Again, we th8.nk all of 
you who participated for your frank, op~ and spirited dialogue and the effort expended to bring 
these issues to closure. . 

'Sustainability as the Foundation and Ecological Sustainability as First Priority 

We reaffirm the notion of sustainability as a foundation necessary for 'National Forest System 
stewardship and "ecological s,ustainability" as a first priority for the stewardshlp.ofnational 
forests and grasslands. The Writing team should clarify the connections between ecological 
sustainability and social and economic sustainability all three being essential elements to the 
achievement of sustainability. In addition, the writing team plust clarify the llijks between the . 
concept of ecological sustain ability and our statutory mission as expressed in the Multipk..Use 
Sustained-Yield Act, the National Forest Management Act, and onier relevant statutes given our 
extensive experience in implementing each. The Committee of Scientists report provicies 
specific language which may be of use in the preamble to clari..fYthese connections. 
Additionally, an inordinate amount of the proposed rule addresses the concept of ecologicaJ 
sustainability, amplifying the impression that this concept is dominant and that social and 
economic concerns are lesssig:oifi.cant. The rule should clarify the essential connection between 
the ecological, social, and economic elements of su.sta.mability. (See the attached letter to the 

. NLT for further clarification.) 

AN E.QUAL opPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



'. 
'Ofil.09l00 TUB 10: 06 FAX 202 205 1765· CHIEF'S OFFICE I4J 006 

Susta:inability Indicators 

The rule ·should fUrther clarify the linkages between sustainability, the criteria and indicators of 
sustainabiTity (ie., the criteria and indicators from the Montreal protocol), and land h~alth . 
peIformance measures. The s'Peci.G.c framework for illustrating this point should be included in 
manual guidance., The chart preseIited by Hal Salwasser during our discussions could serve as a 
starting point for Creating and illustrating this framework. 

F.ange of Species Used to Determine Achlevement ofVia.bilitv and Focal Sgecies 

. As recommended by the NLT, we should affirm our commitment to viability of all species, but'. indicate where arld for wbjch species we will require species 'specific viability assessments. We 
recommend that assessments be required for all federally-listed endangered, threatened, proposed 
and candidate spc!Cl.es as well as other at risk species defined as sensitive species by the Forest 
Service. Review ofstate-listed speCies, species included on lists produced by organizations such 
at The Nature Conservancy, as well as locally-identified species may result in their inclusion as 
sensitive Species. 

~; 

In addition, the rule should include recognition of me use offoca! species and focal habita~ as 
indicators ofovetall ecological sustainability and tha.t this concept is essential to addressing the 
larger issue ofviability on national forest system ~ands. Reference should be made to the, 
Committee ofScientists' report and the'notion that "The key characteristic of a focal species is 
that its status and. time trend provide insights to the integrity of the larger ecolo gical system." 

Critical in these concepts is acknowledgment of the limits ofwhat the agency-can· do given 
existing· scientific knowledge and resources, the need to make decisions based on existing 
information,' and the need to invest in improVlng our knowledge of the relationship between focal 
species and ecolC1gic~l conditions. 

High Likelihood .Standard 

. We recommend retention of the language in the proposed rule recognizing that it is applicable to 
the ecological co:aditions over which the agency has stewardship authority. 

Ecological IntegritY 

We support the n:commendation that the tenn "ecological integrity" be incorporated into the 
concept of"ecologica1 sustainability" and that the concepts embodied in the Committee of 
Scientist notion ofecological integrity be included. 

Historic Range ofVariability 

It appears that th<! proposed rule places too much emphasis on the con,cept ofhistoric range of 
variability asa management objective. The range ofvariability of ecological systems should be 
used as a reference point for managers in assessing resource conditions, trends, and future 

--' 
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management dire:ction. Instead ofmaking conditi~:)Ds within the historic range ofvariability an 
objective, the rule should incorporate the notion of the range ofnatural variability as an 
analytical ;tool to understand historical and current conditions and processes and the factors . 
affecting them.. This information will be used to help us understand potential future conditions 
and establish meaningful goals for sustainability. 

Pre":deci.sion Obiection Process 

We support the concept ofa pre-decision objection process as a means of encouraging public 
dialogue over forest plan issu.es and alternatives. Critical to the success of this' concept is the 
active effort of line officers to engage the public in a collaborative planning process with early 
and frequent opportunities for public participation and dialogue. This concept would parallel the 
approach taken 'by the Bureau ofLand Management. It would not., however, affect the appeals 
process for project specific decisions in the context of for~st plans. 

Collaboration 

Clearly, collaboration is essential to the success of this planning framework. The Committee of 
Scientists emphasized this point in stating that, "collaborative planning is. necessary to establish 
the relationships, commitments, and responsibilities necessary for effective stewardship." 

We recommend retention of the cun-ent concepts ofcollaboration in the proposed rule and 
suggest that the \;vriting team emphasize the important role ofcollaboration in successful 

' ................ 
 planning efforts. While the respOnSible official is granted discretioll, in determining how to use 
collaborative processes in the context of this new planning framework, it is essential 
collaboration be emphasized. In addition, the team should note that the goal ofco llaboration in 
the context of'dc::veloping alternatives for planning or project decisions is not to encourage 
individuals or organizations to develop their own alternatives, but, instead to work with these 
interests in constructing alternatives that reflect and/or incorporate their concerns. 

Contribution ofScience 

. . 
While the Committee of Scientists emphasized the need for scientists to play an active role in 
planning, comments from the Deputy Chicf for Research and Development (R&D), Robert' 
Lewis, strongly recommen4ed. a shift in focuS to emphasize the use ofscience in the planning 
process. One ofthe key consideration in this approach is to emphasize not who provides 
scientific input, but rather that this scientific information is made an integral part of the process. 
We accept this notion and recommend that the writing team work with the language provided by 
Dr. Lewis to address R&D's concerns. 

To clarify some of the specific issues discussed, we believe it essential that a national science 
advisory board be established and that the Deputy Chieffor Research and DeVelopment take the 
lead in identifyillg candidates and coordinating the board's activities. In the same vein; 
individual rese3l:ch station directors will be responsible for the establishment ofregional science 
advisory boards and should work in partnership with their regional forester C01Jllterparts to ensure 

3 
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a close work:i.:ngl'elationship between these boards, others in the scientific community with 
information and expertise ofvalue to line managers, and regional Forest Service leadership. 

. ' 	 It is clear that this planning. rule places new challenges on the Forest Service's R&D program. 
Specillcally, the framework proposed by the Committee of Scientists establishes a new paradigm 
in the ma:o:ner'in which station directors interact with line managers and the extent to which 
research becomes a partner with line managers in sharing appropriate information and expertise 
to assist in future forcst planning and management decision making. We strongly support this 
notion. 

The Committee of Scientists' report emphasized that, "Collaborative planning rests upon a 
foundation ofscieutific information developed by scientists and other knowledgeable people in 
an open, public process." The Committee identified at least five.different task for scientists in ' 
collaboraiive pla:i:u:ring: (1) creating knowledge ofrelevance to·collaborativeplannillg; (2) . 

. developing the in.tegrative science for bioregional aSsessments; (3) helping managers understand 
the application of scientific and tech:r;rical knowledge; (4) helping to design effectiveness:.. 
monitoring procedures and adaptive-management experiments; and (5) evaluating the use of 

.. 	 scie:b.tific information in planning and implementation. Acknowledgment of these roles for . 
science and the responsibilities of the R&D program in this vein should be included in the .. 
preamble ofthe rule. 

In addition, manual direction should specify that research station directors should provide 
leadership in the following: (1) as co-lead with appropriate line management staff in the design, 

~ 	development, and implementation ofbro~d':scale assessments; (2) as co-lead in the design and 
evaluation ofmonitoring procedures and protocols; and (3) as lead in the development, as 
appropriate, of science consistency checks and peer reviews. The efforts initiated by Associate 
ChiefHilda Diaz-S0 ltero to build a stronger working relationship between R&D, line managers, 
and the State and Private Program should continue and be incorporated into future agency 
budgets. 

Implementing Monitoring 
" 	 . . 

Language should be included in the rule to ensUre that monitoring is viewed as a critical elenient 
ofproject design and implementation as deemed appropriate. The writing team should include 
language to recognize the requirement that "there is a reasonable expectation that anticipated 
funding will be adequate to complete any required monitoring and evaluation". In addition, we 
believe it is esselltial that the rule clearly define the relationship between monitoring and 
sustainability, linked to criteria and indicators and perfoJ;1Il.ance measures, and recognizing that 
designing, implementing, and evaluating appropriate measures of sustainability will require a 
collaborative effort between Research and Development and responsible officials. 

Suitability Detenninations 

We support the l~mguage in the proposed rule, but need to ensure that additional analysis of 
suitability in the I;onte:x:t offorest plans recognizes the opportunity to integrate use~ and should 
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not be interpreted to imply exclusivity of uses on national forests and grasslands. Suitability 
analySis should not be expected for all uses, out shoUld help identify where the production of 
certain pr'1ducts c·t services may be '£unsuitable" - l.e., could coptribute to impairment ofthe 
productivity ofthe land and be counter to the goal ofeCological stlsta:inability. In addition, the 
rule should clar:i..:£:r that on lands deemed unsuitable for timber production, timberhcn-vests can . 
proceed only to the extent that the responsible official documents their contribution to ecological 
sustainability. " ' 

Site-Specific Project PlanninQ in the Plarnring Framework 

We support the rule of this planning framework for site·specific proj ed planning, but believe that 
the rules must clarify which concepts, principles, and processes should ilpply on a site-specific 
basis. TIris is a ~itical concept in the new plamring framework. However, it is important that 
the final rules clatifywhat is required and what is not as the planning framework is applied to 
site-specific project decisions. For example, it would not be anticipated that viability 
assessments would nonnally be required at the site-specific scale provided this infonnation, as 
appropriate and n1ecessary, is available at the appropriate planning leveL 

~\ ~ 

Delegations ofPl<m and Project Decision Authority 

We support the language in the proposed rule 
, 

and the recommendation of 
, 

the writing te~. In 
seeking to develop a more flexible planning framework, we ID.ust recognize that one level of 
decision authority does not fit all issues, and that decisions will be made at the scale appropriate 
to the issue of concern . 

. Unroaded Areas Related to the Roadiess Rulemaking Process 

We recommend retention of the language .in the proposed planning rule and clarification that this 
rule does not.:r;equire a Specific planning process for areas meeting the definition of"unroaded". 

Clearcutting 

We recommend fi·rrther clarification ofthe circumstances under which clear-cutting may be 

considered an appropriate silvicultural tool while recognizing that flexibility is reqUired at the 

appropriate geographic scope and scale. The rules should not permit clear-cutting to exceed. 

'current size limitations, nor divert from previously existing national guidance. 


Transition 

We concur in the recommendation ofthe writing team with regard to the transition to this 
planning framework. It is important to ensure adequate flexibility for responsible officials to 
complete ongoing planning activities, while, at the same time, ensure that the final rules are in 
place as expeditiously as possible. Since much ofwhat was recorrnnended by the ComInittee of 
Scientists reflects their observatlOIlS ofsuccessful, ongoing planning process in the field, we 
assume that the tnmsition to these new planning roles should not be difficult. 

5 
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OEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFlCE OF' THE SECRETARY 


WASMINGTON. O.C. ~ 


March 1, 2000 , 

Dear Forest Seivlce Leader, 

We WaIlt to express our thanks to all of you who participated in the National Leadership 
Team (NLT) Meeting last week to discuss remaining issues associated with new rules to gujde 
national forest plamring a:;Id management decision making. The candid and thoughtful dialogue 
and the active participation of all in attendance provided invaluable guidance in resolving these 
remaining issues. With the framework established by the Cotnmittee of Scientists' report, the ' 
counsel offered by members of the inter8..::,oency advisory team. th~ extensive public input 
received, the e~,cellent dialogue with members of the NL T, and the diligent work orthe writing 
te~ we are confident that the final forest planning rules will provide a solid foundation for 
sustainable fon~st management. ' 

It is Clear, after nearly two decades of experience i.n the development and implementation 
of forest plans" that new direction is warranted. The experiences of the past two decades offer 
invaluable insights into what worked well in our past planning efforts andwhat changes can 
improve the process. The Committee of Scientists' efforts to understand and document the 

',----", experiences of;planners and managers in the field offers important evidence of the capability of 
the Forest Service to innovate and adapt as conditions warrant. At the same time, the 
Committee's,report provided new and important recommendations for changes, not only in the 
planning process, but in the behavior of the Forest Service. The Committee's recommendations 
redefine our role in planning; in how we integrate scientific information into management 
decisions; and in how we engage the public in planning and management decisi!Jn making 
processes. Further. the Committee's report helps to clarify 'the For~t Service's mission in the 
stewardship of forest ecosystems to ensure the sustainable production of the goods and services 
which society demands of the lands and waters which we are entrusted 'to manage. 

, . 

Our meeting last week marks a milestone in our thinking, as an. organization, about the 
ways in which we must work together to better care for the land and serve the needs of the 
American people, The concepts and procedures embodied in this rule are the foundation for a 

'new way Qf doing business i:q the Forest Service in ful.fi1ling our stewardship responsibilities for' 
the nation's national forests and grasslands. 

, It is clear from the public comments received that the draft rules did not adequately 
communicate me concept of "ecological sustainability", the intent of the Committee of Scientists, 
and the relationship of this concept to the multiple-use mission of the Forest Service. We offer 
this c1arincation and direction to resolve these concerns. 

AN ECUAI. OPPCRTUNITY EMP1..0VEM 
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Ec6logical susta:inability must remain the cornerstone ofour land stewardship 
responsibilities. We simply cannot address the demands of society for the goods and services 
produced by the national forest system without securing the health of the land. Therefore, as 
recommended by the Committee of Scientists, we rea.ffirm that u ... the first priority for' 
stewardship in the national forests and grasslands must be to m.ai.D.tain and restore the ecological 
sustainability ofwatersheds , forests, and rangelands for present and future generations:' 

Given thi;: extensive public comment on this subject as well as the discussions that 
followed. it is important to return to the Committee's report to affirm the essential and 
inseparable com:lection between ecological sustainability and the sustainable production ofgoods . 
and services frOIn the national foreSts and grasslands. 

As stated on page xvi ofthe report, 

'The Committee recommends that ecological sustainability provide a foundation upon 
which the management for llational forests and grasslands can contribute to economic and 
social sustainability. This finding does not mean that the Forest Service is expected· to 
max:im.ize the protection afpIant and animal species and environmental protection 
to the exdusion ofother human values and uses. Rather, it means that planning for the 
multiple use and sustained yield of the resources ofnational forests and grasslands 

',---", should operate within a baseline level of ensuring the sustainability of ecological systems 
and native species. Without ecologically sustainable systems, other uses of the land 
and its resources could be impaired (emphasis added)." 

TIlls language, which bears repeating in the context of the preamble ofthe rule, is 
synonymous with a key concePt embodied in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, 
which authorizes and directs the Secretary ofAgriculture to administer the renewable surface 
resources of me National Forests for "multiple Use and sustained yield of the several products 
and services obtained therefrom." The statute defuies multiple use as, 

"the management of all the various renewable surface resources of the National 
Forests so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs 
of the American people; making the most judicious use of the lan9, for some 
or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide 
sufficienl: latitude for periodic adjustments in use. to couform to changing needs and 
conditiOtLS; that some land will be,usedJor less than all of the resources; and 
harmonius and coordinated management ofthe variousresoUIces, each with the other 
without impairment of the productivity of the land.._ (emphasis added)" 

The stanJte "'oes au to define sustained Yield with this same aualification, that it shouldo J' • 

provide for ,"acbi.evement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-1e:ve1 annual or regUlar 
periodic output Clithe various renewable resources of the National Forests without impairment 

_.' ofthe productiYity of the land." 
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June 19, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FROM SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE DAN GLICKMAN 

To: THE HONORABLE ALBERT GORE, JR., VICE PRESIDENT 
LEON PANETTA, CHIEF OF STAFF TO THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: 
, 

MY JUNE 15-16 PACIFIC NORTHWEST/TRIP 

Following our meeting last Wednesday, I hope you find useful this brief report on my 
trip to the Pacific Northwest. 

Thursday, I met with Governor Kitzhaber,for over an hour and spent much of the day 
with him. During the day, I announced some economic development grants in 
Brownsville and Lebanon, Oregon; spoke at an event with the Governor at Springfield 
Mill Group, a mid-sized timber mill near Eugene; visited a large mill, Weyerhauser; and 
a small independent mill, Swanson Superior. I also spent nearly an hour with Oregon 
labor leaders at the office of Mike Draper, member of the AFL-CIO's district 7 general 
executive board, in Springfield. 

Friday, June 16, in Seattle, I had a breakfast meeting with the leadership of major 
environmental groups. I concluded my visit in Spokane with a well-attended town hall 
meeting Or:1 the farm bill at a farm near the Idaho-Washington border. 

John Lowe, USDA's Regional Forester accompanied me during most of my timber 

. meetings, as did the Administration's staff person, Tom Tuchmann,' who has been 

monitoring the implementation of the forest plan for over a year and who is very ably 

5'md competently managing our' effort.. 

Based on my visits and conversations with all of these people, I have several 
observations for you: 

1. Governor Kitzhaber has an extraordinarily well balanced perspective of the entire 
Northwest timber situation. He has the respect of both environmentalists and timber 



REPORT OF SECRETARY GLICKMAN 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST TRIP 

groups key to the President's political success in the future. The President needs to 
, listen to him on this very volatile issue and I strongly recommend that the President 
, call or meet with hini as quickly as possible. 

2. The Governor believes delays carrying through with our timber harvesting 
objectives have created a perception that we are not honoring those commitments. 
He believes the President may be too foc;used on the sufficiency language in the 
rescission bill and not focused enough on the bottom line -- moving green or salvage 
timber salvage ill a sustainable and environmentally responsible way. 

3. While I think the Governor believes Presidential acceptance of the salvage 
language without amendment or modification would be inconsistent with previous 
statements and appear indecisive, he does not like the litmus tests which are being 
created from this issue. The bottom line seems to be: If the President decides to veto 
the bill again -- assuming a solution cannot be worked out -- then the Presidenf"must 
see that an acceptable level of ,savage and other timber will be cut. The' 
Administration rnust take steps to speed the process to move timber and honor our 
commitment to sell 1.1 billion board feet of timber by next year, not 1997. 

4. It seems to me large timber companies have an acceptable supply of timber 
through ownership of their own forest land. Meanwhile, some smaller mills have or, 
will have difficulty getting a reasonably adequate supply of timber in the near future. 
A predictable supply from our forests will help. 

5. Our economic development efforts and timber conversion grants have been very 
successful and !~enerally well received. Unemployment in rural Oregon, has actually 

'declined in the last year. We have been especially successful helping high technology 
,business ventures in some areas hard hit by mill reductions and closings. 
Nevertheless, strong negative feelings: about mill closings and loss of timber 
employment cOfltinue in parts of rural Oregon. 

6. That portion of organized' labor employed in the wood and forest products 
inqustry is antagonistic toward our timber policies. The representatives I met with are 
particularly hostile toward what they perceive as a radical environmental,ist conspiracy 
to wipe out jobs; they perceive that these environmentalists are really committed to 
a "no cut" goal. 

7. The labor group I met with actively supports the sufficiency language in the 
rescission bill. and believes that Senator' Hatfield is a honest-to-goodness hero. Quite 
frankly, they Wl3re very negative about the President's policies.' Particularly, they 
believe he has reneged on his promise, made last year, to move timber. They were 
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frustrated with how little timber has been moved, and how many jobs continue to be 
lost. I believe W9 must commit additional dollars to get a sufficient amount of timber 
moving so that we meet' the President's commitments. Jim Lyons, USDA's Under 
Secretary for N'3tural Resources and Environment, estimates that it may take an 
additional $20 million to employ enough people on'the ground to expedite sales. We 

, should come up with these resources so we can convince the people in the region we 
are moving ahead to meet our commitments. 

8. The environmentalists I met with were reasonable. While they were unanimous 
in their view that the President should veto the' rescission bill because of the 
sufficiency language, they also understand that more timber needs to be harvested to 
meet the President's commitments.' While some do subscribe to a "no cut" policy, the 

, . ,
leadership at the meeting said a majority of their members understood the need to 
speed process to sell timber. 

9: My visit and town hall meeting in eastern Washington were very successful. 
I was in Speaker Foley's old district; nearly 250 farmers and ranchers came to a lovely 
farm near Spokane to hear me talk about the 1995 farm bill. Senator Murray's staff 
was very helpful setting up the event and providing me sound advice to my staff. 

10. The bottom line on timber is: We can move ahead on timber sales in a 
sustainably sound and environmentally responsible way, provided we devote the 
resources and adopt the policies necessary to meet our commitments. , Again, my 
strong advice is that the President speak personally with Governor Kitzhaber before 
going to Portland next week. ' 

Clippings are attached. 
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F1.1 A Code! 2640 
Route To : 

Subject; Cousul~ation Tiwelines and Process 

Stre4l'lllining for Forest Hea.lth ProJect:s 


" To: 	 RQgion.al Fora$t:tar~ Regions 1, 4. a.nd 6 
Fbh ~tld t1i 1dl i.£Q Service Regional Directors: (Port:land And Denver) 
Regional Director NHFS (Seattle) 
State Directors BLH. (Oregon and Idaho) 

Tho Forcot'Scrvioe (FS), u.s•.Fish snd Uildlif~ ~TVi~e (USFOS). Bureau of 

Ls.nd ManageDIent: (Bill). and the National Marilla Fisheries Sertice (NHFS) have 

jointly developed a consultation timeline and stre..amlining processes necessa'ry'" 

eo 4ccompli~h forcct he~lth projGCt~ ind ~alvnge.riDb~r h~rv~~t in the West, 


. A copy is enclosed. 

This -new· proccaa utilize~ intaragoncy tQ~ and compl~r~~ ~on~ltation on 
projocts within the t1meframes needed to meet the requireuents of the National 
Envitonment:al Policy Act. This process essent.ially shDrtens the project 
plB..mling tim6framea' (!'ncludinr; cOtlsulttttion) from 220~/175 ~yJ; dowu to 
160-340 days. (The J40-day tim~ period reflects those situations requiring 
environmental impa,ct statements.) In a.dd:! tion, this process provides for 
consultatlon tu occur simultaneously with project d~volopDcnt. 

~e are committed to implement. this process immediately to insure thac che 

ces.mwori; peeded tel cart:y out.. au ~uviroomenta.lly :sound forest healt:h progrrun 

is initiated. 'Ue ask.that you organize interagency teams to insure the 

process is implemented and the timeline met. Your contacts are ~ 

Harv Forsgren (PSi i Cbr1s Jauhola(lUJ{); Bob Ziobro (NMFS); ,lUld 

Catrina Hartin (U1IFUS) ~ 


Director, Fish and Uildlife 
Service 

'MIKE DOMBECK 
Director t, USOI Bu:r:eau of Land 

Management 

HOllIE BEATTIE 

http:RQgion.al
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Ma.rch S 

Karch 6-11 

March 15 

March 22-23 
(& ongoing) 

A.pril (; 

May 22', 1995 

Update on Streamlining Consultations 


Ast~eamlined process for completing consultations on fore£t 
health projects and ssl'\7'a8p. ~imber salas in Regions 1. 4. and (5 

was announced in & leeter signed by the beads of the Forest 
Sen'ice, Bureau of Land Mana.gBalcnt, Fish and Wildlife Servic~ and 
NAr:;i,onal Marin~ F1shP.ri Fll't ServiCtL 

Target date for formation of interagency teams. and for beginning 
devE!lopment of salvage ,~~ll'\ s:t'!rAsmi. 

Tart;et dace for interagency teams to, begin, screening salvage 
sale·s. 

FS" BI.H, NNFS, FWS rQprasent:atives meet: in Portland to discuss 
implementation or H';;.-r.r.h 11 lAt:tsT'. Se"<1eral draft let:ters to 
est.1lbli.1!Oh interag~ncy teems QXld processes have been oirculated. 
A nnal letter; is in rout:ing for signature and is expected to b~ 
ready for dist'r1bllt'i(\1'1 durine; the week of May 29. This will 
CO'\ff!r Region 1 (outside Montana), RGgion 4 I and Region 6. Region 
5 might also sign onto the letter. Although implementation has 
a.lr(lady gtarted. full impleml'lnt:.lIt:ion !l:hould occur with the 
signing of the letter. 

FS ~md FWS inter3gency teams establish~d for W~r.;on~l Porp.~t.~ in 
Hon1:ana. via a letter signed by R1 Regional Fores.ter (Dave Jolly) 
and FWS Montana Field Supervisor (Kemper HcMa.st.Gr). ' 

http:HcMa.st.Gr
http:F1shP.ri
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Nlew Process - Salvage Sales 

IJME1 GATE~Qj ~ATENAME· EBoCESS KEYAClIVITIE§ . 

1130-90 Fosttlon Positjon 
days statement statement 

Oevelopmen1 

2l00-:120 Decision Sale Area Design 
days 

30·00 11mber Sma . sale Plan 
days Preparation Implementation 

Report 

4 J~dvertlsemelit Final Package 
clr.Notice F'reparation, 

Review, Appraisal 
and Offering 

40 5 l3id Opening Bid Opening 
days I)ate 

!S3laAward Sale Award 

Total Days 
160-340 
(&.11 mo.) 

----------~--.....;---
1 Time 1'r'aIm!6 \WI vary by sixe and C<lmple:xity !)f salvage project 

Selle area selection. scoplng. sllv1cultural 
exams, area loggingttransportation 

.analysis, financialleconomic analysis. 
budget. SOd scneaUltng. Begin infOrmal 
Section 1 qonsultation. 

EhvlronmBntul nnd economic analysis. 
silvicuttuml prescriptions. resource 
review, projad tr.lnsportation/logging 
analysis. decision making, and project 
activity pfan preparation. Initiate and 
compietatol'iTlDl consultation if 
necessary. 

All field layout activities, doctlm&nt items 
for use In prspanng <1PPr:W:::I:f, contract 
preparation, offering, and safe area 
improvemem plan. 

Preparation of ~ppmisal, s.smple contract, 
bid form, prospectus. and ooveriise sale. 

Raviow bids, hold auction, sno identify 
apparent hiah bidder. 

Complirte award activities. 

:t Gate Acf:iviti.es en l'lIXp3nca:d on page 2 

http:Acf:iviti.es
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'.' 
.J~cfivity Detail for Gates i & :2 

GATE r;o. KEY Acm~n§ . Endangered Species Act .. 
No Effect 

Informal 
CtlQ!':ulWtion 

Sale Area Selection 
• Review Forest Plan 

Scoping (determine amount of analysis needed} 
• Land Use Allocation Restrictions: ,.-----.....,

InteragGncy 
. PACFlSH

FEl'v'lA:f Team 
InvolvGmani 

RC.NS 
Key Watershed 
Critical Habitat 
RoadfillSS 

;, limber :)tand Analysis 
VISual Re~urce 
ArchaE~ologica( Recon 
Biological Analysis (10 T&E Spp) 
Soijs . 
Watershed Assessment 

• ~sueJd~ntification 
. SilvicufturaJ Exam 
Area Loggh1g/Ttansportation Analysis 
Economic M;;dysis 
Budget and Scheduling 

.... ,' ..: 

2 . Environmental Analysis 
• Oefine Proposed Action 
• Purpose and Need 
v Rasoun:~ Anaiy~is 
• Aft.Gm3tiVe Development 

~ 

Infoml,gl 

Consultation 


COnUnYe§ 


Interaga/'icy 
Team 
lnvolv6mGnt. 

Intaragancy 
Team' 
Involvement 

Resource Environmental Analysis 
S.il~ttursl Prescriptions . 
Loggirtgftransportation Analysis 
Economic Analysis 

~ Preferred Alternative 
• Detennine Signtficanca (need for EIS) 
.. Prepare EIS. FONSI or Categorical Exdusion 

concurrenceDecision 
Prepare Pr{Jject Activity Plan 
Process Administrative Appeals as Needed 

Mav Affect . 

Informa" 

C£lo'Suitlltion 


. Formal 
. ~I.tation 

Biological 
Opinion 
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Tirt1e Line 
. 

Compllrison' 
. 

for Salvage Sales 

QIg..E.tQCGSS NWProc8 Ss, 

Gate 1 

Gate 2 
NEPA Oecision 

E5A< 

Gate 3 

Gate 4~ 

ESA 
Interagency Team 


Involvement in 

Scoping and N£PA 


Gate 3 

160-340 Oays 

. 220475 Days 



TIME LINE COMPARISON FOR SALVAGE SALES 


Total 
1. Process under Senate Amendment (# of Days) 

IGate 	liGate 21Gate 3 1 Gate 4-6! 

30-90 30-120 30-90 40 


~ 2. Streamlined ESA 
~~I~G~a~t~e~1~I~G~a~t~e~~2~NE~P~A~&~C~O~mm~e~n~t~~~ Gates 4-6 11;0- t/3C 

30.:.90 30-120 30 .... cto 40 	 a • 

3. Normal Process (# of Days) 
IGate 11 Gate 21ESA iComment PeriodlAppeal Process 
30-90 30-120 30-90 30 	 105 30-90 40 295-565 

Definitions: 
Gate 1- position Statement (Sale area selection, sceping, silvicultural exam, 
area logging/tranaporation. 
Gate 2- Decision (Sale area design, environmental.and economic analysis, 
silvicultural prescriptions, resource review, decision making, and project 
activity plan preparation. 
ESA- Endangered Species Act Consulation(Initiate and complete formal 
consultation if necessary) .. 
Gate 3- Timber Sale Preparation Report. (All field layout activities, document 
items for USE! in preparing appraisal, contract preparation, offering, and sale 
area improvement plan. . 
Gate 4- Advertisement 
Gate 5- Bid Opening 
Gate 6 - Award 
Comment Pericld- Required before final decision is issued. 
Appeal Period- Full' number of days if an appeal is filed. 

Other Points 
1- Senate AmE!ndment requires no: I 

ESA Consultation (FS biologists do the B.E.) I 
EIS (BAs Only). '~--Reduces number of 
Comment J;)eriod I people needed to 
Appeals I work on these areas 

2- ESA consultation is conducted along with planning and NEPA. process. 
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United State.s United Sta.tes United states United States· 
Depl1rt:mant of D4partment of Department of Department of 
Agriculture COlXlIllerce Interior Interior 
Forest Service National'liadt'lil liuru:u of Fish and 

Fisheries Service Land lIanagelll.ent Wildlife Service 
Reply to: 2670 Da1:e: 

Sttbject: Streamlining Consultation Frocedures Under Section 7 of the 
End';;.llgered Species Act 

To: USDA Forest SorvicQ SupGrvbors: (ORfIlA, ID and CA); USDI Bur~.:au of 
. Land Management District Managers (CA, ID, ORjVA); USDI Fish and 
Wildlife Service Project Managers (oRIWA. ID and CA); USDa National 
lladne Fisheri.es Service Proj ect Managers (ORjUA, ID and CA) . 

On March 8. 1995. age.ncy heads of. the Forest Service (FS) , National Mil-rine 
Fisheries Serv;i,ce (NMl?S) 1 Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) i.ssued a jOint let:te'C directing that consultationprQcedures for 
forest health and salvage projects be streamlined to occur Within shortened 
tilDe frames . 

. ~e have broadened this di.'C9ction to include all consultation efforts. Our 
success will be: determined by a number of factors·· especially important will be 
the amount of lnteragency involveMent: during the earliest phases of project 
development and the degree to which consultation can be 'concluded a.t the Held 
level without Il;dditional revietls or oversight. 

To accomp~ish this goal. we are charterin& ~o interagency field taams~ Lavel 
One Teams and I,Elvel '!'wo Teams (Enclosure 1). 

LaVQl ~a Teams: ~ill con~i~t of interagency biologists vith the 'experience and 
expertise to Jl<ilke biological determinations and bx:ing consultation to 
conclusion at the field level. Level ODe 'feanlS -.;1i11 coordinate -with FS 
Digtrict RROger~, BIM Area Managerc and their staffs in the early phases of 
project plannirlg and px:omptly raise i.ssuas they cannot: resolve to Level Two 

. Teams (Enclosure 2). . 

Laval 1'\:rQ Taam~; will consist: of FS Forest Supervisors, BLM Ecosystam/District 
Managers, and NMFS .and FUS personnel with decision-making autbority~ Le~el TWo 
Teams -uil1 establish priorit-i('s, S(1)(''.t.lr~ r~>;! .....u,..r..r.J!, !:doni t.or p~rform.anC!e, and 
resolve issues elevated by Level One Te.am~.· hsue.s that cannot be re.sol~ed by 
Level Two team::: will befort:1arded OJ;l to us for resolution. 

A regional intE!ragency technical staff will be available to assist field taams. 
if re.quested (F;nclosure 3). In addition, each regional offica hag appointed an 
individu.l:l.l t:o ~:er:ve ag a. Key Contact -uith thl? n\l:;'l'AnJ;ihi 1 i t.y tel monitor 
accomplishment, facilitate issue resolution, and keep us informed of progress 
and issues that: requira our involvement (Enclosure 4). 

til6 axpoct the following: 

1. ll"cogni.xine; that eansultat'iol1$! hJlvp. Already occurred on the Northvest 
Forest Plan, PAGFISH, and the eight eastside Land and Resource Management Plans 
with critical habitat for listed salmon stocks, we expect consultation to be 
r.o.pidly cooolu<lad on projecots that- oomply I.dt:h the standards and guidelines of 
these progrmnmlltic plans and the provis ions of cheir' Biological Opinions. 

http:S(1)(''.t.lr
http:Fisheri.es
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2 

2. Level One Teams w111 agree on inforlll.s.tion, documentation. format; and 
tilllofr.;tmGI!l bQforo proCQeding with th... d~vAlnpnJant of Biological 
Evalu.a.t:.ions/Assl!sSIIIents CBE/BA) and Biological Opinions. 

3. The Seo,t:ion 7 com;:ult::;.t:ion pro.(!~ss vill be. simplified and streamlined 
(e.g./ batching similar projects in same area or ~ith similar timing needs; 
combined intaragancy consultations, etc.) to complere informal consultations 
with:i-n 30 days and formal cot1$:ul1:s'tion,<; utithin 60 days after submission of 
agreed-upon B.A. 

4. llil'lZuol:, "b.a.rri~r&:, or ni~~g""'AAIIlAnts that: t;]ould preclude meeting: these 
tineframes will be ~romptly elevated to the appropriate level for resolution." 

5. Porform.::m(!e 't:ill he ass('>ss«Id rp.81l1 R.rly by each team to evaluate 

progress and make adjustments as naed~d. 


qe ~ill be eond~cting work~hop~ to engure our p.~p.~~~~io~s ar~ clear and to 
discuss more fully the concepts behind this scrategy. 

Achieving our soal ~Ll1 ~G~Uir0 unFroc~don~~d int~r~g~ncy c~~pArRtl0n and bold . 
n\'!w WaY'S of doi:og buRiness. . It l:1i11 require an int.eragency uork environment ".. 
based on professionalism, trust, mutual res~act, and accountability. We will 
build on our intQrag0ncy SUCOOG~C~ of the pa~~ to m8~~ thi~ nAU, more 
streamlined and effective consultation process a reality. 

Is/John E. Lowe lsi Uill1am Bradley for 
JOm E. LOWE ELAINE Y. ZIELINSKI 
Regiotl31"}"ora.st:ar, Rogion 6 Stnte nir~o~or, ORjUA 
USDA Fore~t Service usnr Bureau of Land Hanagemant 

JOHN HUGHES·· MAR'tliA HAHN 

Regional For~sterj Rogion 1 8t:.:'tt:a Dh:ect:nr, 10· 

USDA Forest Service USnI Bureau of Land Managemen~ 


DALE WS\10RTR Eo RAstlcr 
R~gional Director, Region 4 Stntc Diraotor, CA 
USDI Fish' and ~ildlife Se~ice USn! Bura,au of Land Management 

lsi Michael J. Spear 
G. LYNN SPRAGUE HICHEA.L J. SPEAR 
Regional Forester, R~g1on 5 RogioDal Director 
USDA Forest Service USDr Fish and Uildlife Service 

~ILLIAM STELLE. JR. 

Rsgional Director 

USDC National Marine Fisheries Service 




MAY~22-1995 18:87 FROM WILDLIFE &FISHERIES TO 97284732 . P. 84 


Enclosures::!. (4) 
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ImOLOsUllE 1 

INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION TEAMS 
(Oregon ~nd ~AShington) 

Level 1 Teams Level 2 Teams 

USDA For~sc Serv~ce (Region 6) 

COLVILLE NATIONAL FOREST 
J 1m McGoya.n~' 
Tom Shuhda £d Schul t;:z 
Xnthleon AhLanslQgor Dave Kaumhe1ruer 
Hichella Eames 

DESCHUTES NATIONAL FOREST 
lUke Gerdes 
Denise Hann Sally Collins 
Cindi O'N.oil.+ 'l'y"$l.vi.!> Col~y 
Joe Burns 

FaeHONT,NATIONAl. FOR£S~ 
Terry Hershe,y-l-
Clay Speu Charles: G-raham 

, Bob Wooley St<'!va Le:uis 
RoULe tlhite 
Barb Mssinton 

GIFFORD PINCHO! NATIONAL FOREST 
Ray Scbarph Ted Stbblefiald 
Stove lAlli-gnn"" Dave Fre-driek 
NAncy Fredricks NMFS Suparvisor 
Tod i1illiams 
NKFS Biologist: 

MALBEUR,NATIONAL FOREST 
C&rol Corey* l-mrk B-ocho 
Rich Gritz Gary Hiller 
Gena Yates_ Nl{FS Supe.rvi:s:or 
Dil:Ul.t\ lI>1a.ng 

Steve Uilla** 

HT. 	 DAKER-SNOQUAL~E NATIONAL POREST 
Charlie Vandemoer* Denni~ Escho:': 
Jim Doyle [{ate Benkert: 
Laura F()~l!ih miFS Supervisor 
Nancy Dubbs 
ImP'S Biologist:. 

HI. 	HOOD NA!IONAL FOREST 
Bill Ocatli* Rober-ca Holton 
Joe Moreau Russ PQcorzot) 
Harty 'Stein NMFS SupeLVisor 
Josh Hillman 
NHFS 8iologi5t
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OGBOCO NATIONAL tuH~ST 


Dave Zalunardo* 

Dean Grovar 

Rike simpso'n 

Diana Hwang 

.Steve W11le**. 

OKANOGAN NATION~L FOREST 
:SOb Naney* . 
Jim S'p01:~S 
Lar'rY Loggis 
Michelle E.aWG,s 
NMFS B101ogis't 

OLYMPIC NATIONAL FOREST 

Bill Dugas* 

Jack Ayerst 

Jo..an Zieglerum 

Marilynn Stoll 

NMFS Biolog;iSt 


~OCUE NATIONAL FOREST 

Jad Pagel'.\:' 

~el4nie Anderson 

Wayne Rolle 

Joe B~rns 


Ron lthev** 


SISKIYOU NATIONAL FOR.'eS'I' . 
. Lee 'I1abb* 
Raudy fl:'ic.~: 

Linda Mul1e:t1s 
Kathleen Linder 

. antonio 5errttvQgl1o** 

sruSLAV NATIONAL FOREST 
Carl. FrOUIlctelker* . 
lUke Clady 
Katie. Grenter 
Naomi Bentj.vogl1o 

. NHFS Biologis t 

UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST 
Charlie Gobar 
JohnSanchez* 
x.a.rl Urban 
Diana Heang 
NHF8 Biologist 

mIPQUA NA'IIONAL FOREST 
. 	Cindy Ilarkhurst 

Jeff Doss* 
lticha:td Halliwell 
Scott CenCElr 
NHFS Biolonist; 

Tom Sclmiidt: 
Gary /:!i1~er 

S= Gehr 
nave Kaumheimer 
NMFS Field Supervisor 

Ron Humphrey 

Nancy GlolllRn '. 


Jim Gladan 

C l:Cdg Tuss** 


. Hike l.uun 
. Craig Tuss·J:* 

Jim Furnish 
Carol Schuler 
NMFS Field Supervisor 

Phil Kline 
Gary Miller 
NMFS F1~ld Supervisor 

D<Jn Ostby 
Craig fuss 
NHFS F1~ldSupervisor 
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WAiLowA~WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST 
Tim Schoumar 
John Anderson* 
raula B..t:uQJ.<;,s 

. Jim Esch 

NKFS Biologist 


WENAtCHEE NATIONAL FOREST 
Charle.s PbilUps* 
Kea McDonald. 
Terry ~illybridge 


Jodi Bush 

NHFS Biologist. 


WrLLAHETTE NATIONAL FOREST 
Ken Dyfo-rd.l.- . 
Amy Unthank 

Jenny Dimlirlg 

Josh Mill~1 


NHFS Biolog:l.st 


qINEMA NATIONAL FOREST 
Brent Frazit.r' 
Da.ryl Gowan 
Carol Tyson,.!' 
Barb lradntcm 
Doug. Young 

Marcus norton' 


Bob ·Richmond 
Susnn t-{B.rtin 
NMFS field Supervisor 

Sonny O'N~i 1 
Jim MichB.lO!li;; 
NHFS Field Supervisor 

Darrel K>;!nop~ 
Russ P€<t:erson 
NMFS Fi~ld gup~rvi~or 

Bob G.astenada 
St:QVG l.o~i.c 

USDr Bureau of I,and Management 

BURNS DISTRICT 
Gena Sato* 
Guy Sheeter 
Richard Hall 
Roll:ie Uhi.tE' 

Rou··Rhe'l1 

COOS DAY DISrRI(JT 
Bill Hudson 
Larry Hs.ng8.rt* 
Bruce Rit:t~~mOU5e 
Kathleen Linder. 
Antonio Eent:1v()gliQ~* 

lroGENE DISTR.ICT 
&~il Armantrout 
Eri.c G.t:ee:uquLs t* , ' 
Nancy 'lJogsn 
John Millman. 
NMFS Bi91.og:i,.st 

LAKEVIW DISTRIct 
Alan Hunhall 
Gayle S·itte.i"ll' 
Louis l3hitea.ker 
Rollie Whlr.::e, 

(OreSon/Uashington) 

Hike Green 
Gary liiller 

Cary Osterhaus (acting) 
Carol Schuler** 

Judy bl",l$arl 
Russ Peterson 
NHPS field 3uparvi~or 

Edward Singleton 
Gary IUller 

http:Bi91.og:i,.st
http:Hs.ng8.rt
http:Biolog:l.st
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HEDFORD DISlRIGT 
Dale Johnson 
George Arnold* 
Joan':3eeveL:> 

, Joe Burns 

Ron RhQ~* 


PRINEVILLE DISTRtCT 
David Young 
:Brad, Kelltll:* 
Ron Halvorson 
Ron lUleu 
Ntll"'S Blulugb;t: 

ROS~G nISTRICI 
tloug McVeau* 
Rob Hurt:' 
Russ Robes 
Sc.ott Cellt..l;s.z; 
RoUte lfuite** 

SALm DIs:t:arCT 
Robert Ruediger 
trayne Logan* 
Ls.n:y Sc.ofield 
Naomi Bentlvoglio 
NHFS Biologist 

SPOKAN£ DIStRICT 
'Lou' Jurs* 
Joe Kelly, 
Pam Camp 
Chris U'arren 
mtFs 810101515 L 

VALE DlSnUGT 
John Sadm;ski* 
Mark Lacey 
Jean Findley 
Ron Rhew 
Jim Esc.h 
NMFS Biologist 

Level 1 'Teams 

USDA Forest Service (Reg1on4) 

BOISE NATIONAL FOREST 
TiIII BUrton 
YaynQ Ckten 
John Erikson 
Jim Esch 
NMFS Biologist 

David Jones 
ClC.:I.ig Tu,s;u:** 

Jam~g Hancoel.!: 
Gary Miller 
NMFS Field Supervisor 

Cary Ost:erhaus 
Craig Tuss**' 

Van Manning 
Carol Schuler 
NHFS Field Supervisor 

J o/Sl:>}lh l1uc:,dng, 

Carol Sc.huler 
NHPS Field Suparvisor 

James Hay 
Susan Martin 
NMFS F1~ld Supe~sor 

INTERAGENCY CONSULtAirONS TEAH 
(Idaho and California) 

,Level 2 Teams 

Dave Ritt:anhouse 
Alison Beck~Haas 
NHFS Field Supervisor 

http:ClC.:I.ig
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SALMON/CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST 
Leon Jadlows1ci 

lh:u.ac. SIlI:L th 

I(:en Stauffer* 

Ilay Vi:z.:girdas 

NU:FS Biologbt" 


SAtrIOO'l'H NATIONAL FOIlEST 
Deb 	B~UlIpus 

Tom Bandolin* 

Ray Vizgirdas 


PAYEtTE NATIONAL FOREST 

Dave Burns 

Floyd Gordon 

Alma Hanson 

Rachel Strach 

NHFS Biologbt 


CARIBOU &aTIONAL FOREST 
L(lQ 	 L!.££ort 
Scott Feltis* 

Mike Donahoo 

.mws lHol"sbt 


TAR'GlIEE NATIONAL FOREST 
D.:mDal..my 
Timm KaminskL-'" 
n<>b Speeht 
HikE' Don~ho.o 
NKFS Biologi:it 

US})A Forest Serv:lce (Region 1) 

BITIElUtOO'l' ntIONAL roMS!' 
Rich !orquamroad.a*· 
john OrmistOlI 
Linda Piot;tdn;tn 
FU'S B'iolog1.~l: 
NKFS Uologi~it 

CLEARYATER NATIOF~L FOREST 
Dan D..!n'is* 

Pat: Hurphy 

Bob Kibler 

NHFS Biolog1:s:t: 


NEZ 	 PERCE NAl'ION'.Il.L FOl1E:St 
Steve lUair 
Scott l2.tu;r,oll* 
Leonard ,Lake 
Bob Kiblar** 
NMFS Jl.i.otogi.st 

Geor~e Hatej ko 

Mike Donahoo 


NMFS Field Supervisor 

Tom Tiduell (ac~ing FS) 
Ali~on Beck-Haasisor 
NMFS ~ield Supervisor 

Dav€: Alexander 
Susan Hart:in 
NH~S Field Supcrvis~r 

Paul tIIord1:1all 
Susan Martin 
NHFS Field £upervisor 

Jarry a",es;;:, 

Susan Martin 

NHFS Field Su~ervigor 


. Steve Kelly 
Bob Rusink 
Tad l1eyers; 

Bob Lit:t:lejohn 

Alis:OXl :Beck-Haas 

Ted Heyers . 


liik"" King 

Alison Beck-Huas 

Ted Meyers 


http:Jl.i.otogi.st


MAY.....22-1995 18:08 FR01 WILDLIFE 8. FISHERIES TO 972134732 P.10 

P.ANllANDLE NATIONAL FOREST 
Paul Harrington*, 
O#\7~ C!ro~n Da.ve Yr1ghc 
Mark MOI.l.SSe8.ux Bob Hallock 
Suzanne Aude.t NMFS F1eld Supervi50r 
NMFS JU (')loei lit 

USDA For~~r. Sp.rvice (Region 5) 

Because of the 5ho~t time£rame, California ~il1 identify tearumembars by June 

for the 4 northern Forests and by September 1 for thoa res.t: of the Region. They 

~il1 db thi~ join~ly yith PaS and NMFS. 

FWS representatives: 

LOS PADRES NATIONAL ,FOREST 


DavEl P",r",b;ha. 

SHAStA TRINTT1 NAT10NAL FOREST 
Jllli Smith 

MODOC'NATIONAL FOREST 
:&arh M't1!dntan Steve Lewis 
Doug Young 
Marcus Horton 

usnl llureau of Land Hanagelllent (Idaho) 

UPPER COLUMBIA-SALMON/CLEARWATER ECOSYSTEH 
4:!'tl Brown* Fritz i.{ennabaum 
FEll:; Bi 0 logist FaS Field Supervisor 
NHFS B1ologist NMF$ Field Supervisor-

T.F.l-Nrr RF,sOUl?CS ARRA 
Jude Trapani 
Loren Anderson 
H~l~n Um$ehn~id~T 

FVS Biologist 
NHFS Biologist 

CHALLIS REs()URCE AREA 
Frank Bird . 
Jer:t::y Gregson 
Bill Osborne 
Ft1S Biologist 
mtFS Mologigt 

COTTONWOOD RESOURCE AREA 
CrlliS John 
Muk Lowry 
PUS B101ogi.st 
NMFS Biologist 

RHERALD EMPIRE RESOURCE AREA . 
SCQ,tt Robim:on 
LaAnn Eno 

FWS Biologist: 


http:B101ogi.st
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~ SNAKR RIVER ECOSYSTEM 
J:Un Clark*' David Brunner 

Bruce Zoelick FRS Field Supervisor 

Ann, DRSolt 

FWS Biologist 


UPPF.R SNAlCE RIVER ECQSYSTEH 
Russ McFarling*' fl:ary G~ylord 
Steve l'opovlch FWS rield Supervisor 

PR.t l{o~lgch 


FQS BiologiE;t: 


usnr Bureau of I...snd Man~gellleIlt (California) 

URJ'AJ-I nTSTRICT ' 
Paul RO'tlsh 

Steve Hauks Dav.a HO\;},cll 

Keith Hughel~ 


SUSANVILLE !lISTIUcr 
Bruce Durtsc:he lUck Hanks 
Nancy 'Qillb.l'llS . 

* District/Forl=st Consultation Com:acr: - The role of this biologistfbotanisc 
is to be principal District corteact to coordinate responses ~o consultation 
relat>E::d iSBues. Cot'ltingenc on the projects and sp,acias involved, the other 
biologists ~nd oo~artistB \;Jill par~icipate in the cansulcation effort$, 

** FUS represlilntative will represent bodl Fut; and NHfS. 
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'4/14/95 
2 

INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION PROCESS 

Project Biological Evalua~ions 
(Made by ac~ion afency biolog1~ts) 

MAY AFFECT NO EFFECTL 


'bo tanis"C 
.tacion 
: other 

(to ~v~l 1 Team 

in ba:cches) 


I 
, lvel 1 Team reviews effects 
~termina:tioris for undex:standing- w~ w".~_ 
\d (lorlC:!urrE'Uc.e.>. 

I:: Likely to 
\larsely Affect and 
n~fi~iAl Effect tra~mitted 

(no consultation) 

----------Likley co Ad~e~sely 
Affect Actions Laval 1 Team 
will explore options to 
reduce effaces so that a 
not l1kely co adversely 
call can be made 

I I" 
a. Biological Assessment (BA)<------------If successful .If Not 
r INFORMAL consultation Successful 

I 
Iformal Consultation 
meluded in 30 dnyn 

I 

Likely to Adversely Affect 

I 

If L~vel 1 Team concurs 

that the effacts determination· 
is correct and that eonsultation 
should proceed. projects are 
transmitted via SA for FORHAt 
con!:ult£tt.ion: 

I If Levell Teams 
Fo~~l Congulr~~ion di~agre~ about.affects 
concluded in 60 days d~term1ogtio~ or uhether 

the p~oject should be sent 
for ~on~ultati6n: 

I 
To l~VQl 2 TQ~ for 
issu~~esolution: Project 
may be modified ~ that only 
nnly informal consultation is 
necessary. sent on for formal 
consultation. or dropped. 
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mCLOSURE 3 

REGIONAL SENIOR TECHNICAl TEAM 

BllRE'.AU OF lAND !l[ANAGEMENT 
Barb Hill Joa Line 
Ron utley Ervin CO"t-Jle.y 
Allan TbQIlla.S Roger Rosentrl%.ter· 

FOREST SERVICE· 
Grant Gundei:.son . Scot:t tJoh::eri~g 
Bill Rl.1ediger Jay Gore 
Linda UIDler 

FISH AND OILDLIl7E SERVICE 
1.77??7 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
1111?1 

Additional Dlembl~rs can be added. as needed, io~ part:icular areas of experrise. 

http:BllRE'.AU
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ENCLOSURE 4, 

INTERAGENCY COORDINATORS 

lttmEAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Mf k.e Crouse** 

ENin emlle:y' 


FoREST SERVlCE 
Gordon liauger.** 


1/:'1,..lc Horn 

Bill Burbridge 

Hugh Black 

TlAvi.d Solis 


, . 
Il'ISH A'fIm YILDLn~E SERVIG:E 


Gerry Jackscm*'.k 

Bill Shake 

n. 'HAll 

Curt Smitch 


NAllQNAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Ted Meyers 

Liz C:-'lJlr 


Jacqueline Uayland*~ 


'** Hult.i~Region/State coordinator - '!'hi! 'tole of the coordinator is th.at of 
qagellcy k,p,y c.ont:.ac.t; advise executives onprop;ress, faciltate action. regula.tory 
agency eoordina'tion, etc. 

05-22-95 06:25PM PQI4 #41 
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ARE SA.LVAG'E.ilND FOREST HE:AL'Di PROJECT 
eO.N:!tULTA~ 

BEAVERHEAD tJATlOwu.. FOREST 

.nna Mart31I 

SccU Jad!scn 

Bm"ERAOO1' NA'flONA.t.. FORe.IT 
.kshn Ormisfon 
$a:lU~ 

~ NAitONAl FORE:ST 

OJjntM~ 


ScatJtlcfcsoo 

DEERLoOGe NA"fl.OWAl.. ~RE5T 

Jln3 Ml1ritmf 

',Scott~ 

FtA1liEAl1 NA110NAL r'0REsT 
~Wanen 
Maria. Uantas 

Anna ViSndahay 


GAU..J\TJN Wi.1l0NAL FOREST 
, Marlon CI1erty 

Seott~ 

He!tJ::NA NA110NAL FOREST 
BMyf~' 

AtlIl8"~ 

KOO'iENAf NAllOWU.. I=ORerr 
Bob SumnmmetJ , 

Doug r'MdntO.ll 

t(Qvja HhQlkly 

l.EIMS .& CUJiK NA"t'JONAJ . F~ 
Don~ 
AnnaV~ 

LOlO NAlIONAJ... FOREsT 
tJikl;t H& 

Kevin~~GY , 

Ann9~ 


7'EA.IW; {UONTANA} 

lEVEl.. ~ 't"ErWS . 

Johti Gr.Ai/ 

DaleHarrras 
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Oonsultation T1meline, 

February 9 ~ Forest Service (FS) recieved PACFISH Biologial Opinion from 

Nat1on.al KariD,e Fisheries Service (NHFS) 

February 20 - Harch 15 - FS to apply PACFISH screens to ~at~rshed consulta~ion 

paokages (all ongoing ,projects) 

March 1· - NHFS to Complete Land Resource Manageniatn:: PIB.IlS Biological Opinion 


Form interagency teams (1:5, BlH,NHFS. ruS) 

., 

- ~t:'.Arr. development: of Salvage Sale Screens (involve interagency team) 

Ha.rch 9 . - PACFrSH ihrplementation by FS 

April 3 - PACFISH i~pl~mantation by ~TR 

March 15 Start soreening salvage sales (interagency t~am)w 

Maroh 15· FS to begin receiving concurrences from NHFs on "not likely to 

adversely affect ongoing projects 1n watershed consUltation packages. 

April 1, - Nl:lFS and Fish and l1ildlife· Service begin oonsultation for salvage 

sales. Consultations to be completed in accordance to Forest Service salvage 

- .
sale ~£ramB qoncurr~ntly ~ith NEPA proec~s" 

", 
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•SENT BY: 6-30-95 8: lOAM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

. Office of tha Prass Sacreta~y 

For Immediatca Re1aase JUhCoiil. 29, 1995 

I am plQa,l9~d thai:. va havG raac:.b~d an c.g2:~i::.DiQnt. tIlth 
Republicans and Delilocr:ats in the Congri::lss: on 'i:h.a r$~cii9l:d(:ms
bill. . 

I vetoed the oriqinal rescissions bill b~cQusa it reduc~d 
the deficit the ~onq ~ay. Th~ nGY bill ~chiav~s the s~~e amount 
of deficit reduction as th~ prGvi9U~ bill, but it doss ao the 
right way, by protecting invastmants in children, aduc3tio~1 
national :§carvi.CG,jQb training/ and 'i;:h;;: ~virorou~tlt that Congr;ass 
t:1antad to cut. These are the kind of balancad priorities that 
make sense eor our country as va ~nte~ t.h~ diiiicult budq~~ 
d",bai!as ahead. 

Spacific!lllyv thG tla\>l lagisl.tition l"ri,i~tol"~1d $733 million in 
these critical arGas, including $220 l1lillio:t\ rQX" th<::; Sara and 
Drug-Free Schools proqra.m, $60 million :Cor i::l:::;;,initlg'-t:eac:hars and 
other raformm under Goals 2000, $105 million for ~ericQrps, and 
$225 million j;or 'i:hG saiG Driftki:ng Wat.e~ :bIrogra)U. 

Lik0 thQ oriqinal bill, the n~ legislation contains over 
$16 billion ill spending cuts, and i'e pr(lvidl,jrS lSuppliCili1limi;lil funda 
I requested f()r disaster relief aotivii:iG~ ai the FGderal 
Emerqency ManageMent Agency/ the Fsderal response to the bottbing
in Oklahoma Clty, increased anti"'tarroriam efforts, and·debi: 
relief to Jor~ian to facilitaea pragr~sa i!owoard a Middl~ Eas'i:. 
peace settlal'llcmt. 

WQ hava 1:'10\1 achieved a oill that. I ~ :pl.'"laparad 'Co sign. 
This is essential legislation, aftd I hop~ the Congress ~ill.act 
on it quickly. While on balance, I baliava ua m&dG such 
~ignificant ch~ngas that I am aolo to sign the legislation, the 
bill dOQS eon't:.ain provisions I do no~ SUppal:''i!. 

I still do not beliavG thi~ bill should con~ifi any of th~ 
p~ovi6ions relating to ti~bar. I oppoSQd ~n~ ~ifub~r s~l~~qe 
rider becausa I baliavs that i~ ~hr~at~n~ anC~ a~ain ~c l~ad tb 
lQqs1 Cjri<iloc,lI:: and to ililpair, rat.hQr 'Chan promo-t:e I su~tainablld. 
ecoflonlic activity. ,I continua to have ,thai: CClY1CdL"fi. But the 
coniarees did accapt import.ant ch~f1gc.ils in i:hd languaga thell:G 
prslSQrv. Qur abilit.y t.o i1l1plslil.'c;ni:;. eIi.a, Ctll::'~;;';ht:coraat pla.ns and 
thair ctandards, and to· protQct oi:hGr rG~ourCeD ~uch as c16an 
t1ater and fi"blhorieEl. 



•
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Page TIlle 

FUrther.rao]~a, ChaiL"mlLH Ratxiald insists that l::hlii 'i::.imbar 
salvage provisionsproviae aoftplete discretion for the 
Administration to i.pl~~n'i::. 'i::.hG~a p~ovisions aacordinq eo our 
best judgmgnt. . 

I taka Senator Hatfield at his word. Therefor~, aftar 
siqn1nq the rescissions bill into lav, ! will direct ~ 
Secretary of Agricultura, the Sacrat~ oi theln~erior, and all 
other fadaral agencies to carry out ~imbar aalvaqe activitie~ 
consistent with the spiri~ and intentoi our forest ~lan~ and all 
GJtisting envircJnmental 1&\1S. 

w~ will al~iCiIii !;y ttlli;i DalEu'lc~d i30ala of om- forest plails I and 
we ~ill not violata our environmental standard~. Bo~h ara ~oo 
important to :@t'o'tactirU1 our qual!"G.y (If. 11f.;; and ~ur ae,enomy. . . 

-.30



lURGENT 


TO: CHlEF OF~P~TTA 

FROM: J1MLYONS. 

SUBJ: FOLLOW-!2!3"-,iDISCUSSION WITH THE PRESIDENT 

DATE: :May 24, 1995 

As·follow-up to our discussion, there is another alternative that you might present to Hatfield. 

Keep in mind that there are 3 key elements to this part of the recision bill. They are: 

(1) salvage timber sales 
(2) option 9 timber sales - from the President's plan (Subsection (d) ofthe provision) 
(3) award and release ofpreviously offered and unawarded timber sale contracts-

"Section 318" timber sales - (Subsection (k) ofthe provision). 

As another alterriative to offer Hatfield --:

. (1) sugg{:st he drop subsection (k) because we are prepared to release all but a small 
volume of timbet that has not been awarded. Rationale: Ifwe are forced to operate the sales as 
instructed by the Congress, we could run afoul of the Endangered Species Act and it could affect 
the President's forest plan. For remaining sales, we will offeralternative volume or buyout. 

(2) On option 9 sales, as the President suggested from the Oregonian editorial, retain this 
section and "sufiiciency" provisions. Rationale: We should have confidence in operating timber 
sales consistent with the plan that was found legally sufficient by Judge Dwyer. 

(3) On s;;uvage sales, either 

a. request they drop salvage sale and related sufficiency provisions and make 
clear that we have devised a process that will allow us to prepare sales more quickly -
our timeline would allow us to produce sales in just about the same period oftime as the 
salvage provision would (We know this isn't likely to fly.) or 

b. suggest that expedited procedures (theirs or ours, since we will use the 
discretion in the bill to implement our approach) for salvage sales be in place for"I8 " 
months, and, ifwe haven't produced what we.say we can by the end ofthat time due to 
lawsuits, then have "sufficiency" kick in -- this is the "trigger" mechanism we discussed .. 

If you take this latter approach, understand that the 6.7 bbftarget in the Statement of 
Managers is beyond our capabiliry (and they know it!). A more reasonable goal is 5.0 - 5.5 bbf 
over 3 years, and an appropriate goal for the first 18 months (through S~pt. 30; 1996) might be 
4.0 bbf of salvage timber prepared and offered for sale. 



TH E WH ITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 1, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE :rNTERIOR 
THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
THE ADMINISTRATOR, ENvIRONMENTAL 

. AGENCY 
PROTECTION 

SUBJECT: Implementing Timber-Related Provisions 
Public Law 104-19 . 

to 

On July 27th, I signed the rescission bill (Public Law 104-19), 
which provides much-needed supplemental funds for disaster .. 
relief and other programs. It also makes necessary cuts in, 
spending, important to the overall balanced budget plan, while 
protecting key investments in education and-training, the 
environment, ,and other priorities. 

While I am pleased that we were able to work with the Congress 
to produce this ,piece of legislation, I do not support every 
provis~on, most part'icularly the provision concerning timber 
salvage. . In :Eact, I am concerned that the timber salvage 
provisions may even lead to litigation that could slow down 
our forest management program. ·Nonetheless, changes made 
prior to enac1:ment of Public Law 104-19 preserve our ability 
to implement the current forest plans' standards and'guidelines, 
and provides tmfficient discretion for, the Administration to 
protect other resources such as clean water and fisheries. 

With these changes, I intend to carry out the objectives 
of the relevant timber-related activities authorized by 
Public Law 104-19. I am also firmly committed to doing so 
in ways that, to the maximum extent allowed, follow our current 
environmental laws and programs. 'Public Law'104-19 gives us 
the discretion to apply current environmental standards to the' 
timber salvage program, and we will do so. With this in mind, 
I am directing each of you, and the heads of other appropriate 
agencies I to move forward expeditiously to implement these 
timber-related provisions in an environmentally sound manner, 
in accordance with my Pacific Northwest Forest Plan, other 
existing forest and land management policies and plans, and 
existing environmental laws, except those procedural actions 
expressly prohibited by Public Law ~04-i9. 
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I am optimistic that our actions will be effective, in large 
part, due to the progress the agencies have already made to 
accelerate dramatically the process for complying with our 
existing legal responsibilities to protect the environment. 
To ensure this effective coordination, I am directing that ' 
you enter into a Memorandum of Agreement by August 7, ·1995 I 

to make explicit the new streamlining procedures, coordination, 
and consultation actions that I have previously directed 
you to develop and that you have implemented under existing 
environmental laws. I expect that you will continue to adhere 
to these p:tocedures and actions as we fulfill the obj ectives 

.. of Public Law 104-19. . 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUAU:rV 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 


Kathleen A. McGinty fO) rn & rn U Wi rn 'fn1 
.Chair January 27, 1995 lJl] FEB. - I 199511; 

MEMORANDUM 'TO DISTRlBUTION NATURAL RESOURCE & ENVIRONMENT 

FROM: KATHLEEN MCGINTY 

RE: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PRESIDENTS FOREST PLAN 

Good Work 

It has been nearly 19 months since the President held the forest Conference in the Pacific 
Northwest. As a result of the Administration's efforts, we now have a Forest Plan that I 

protects our forests, provides assistance to those who are affected by the difficult transition, 
and requires agencies to work together as they never have before. . . 

I am pleased to report that under your leadership, our Federal agencies have indeed moved 
forward in meeting the President's commitments while facing some very difficult 
circumstances. Most importantly, just before Christmas Judge Dwyer ruled to uphold the Plan.' 
I congratulate you for this and other efforts to make this work fonhe people of the Pacific 
Northwest. A summary of our accomplishments is attached for your perusal. The hard work 
of your employees is greatly appreciated and they should be recognized for their fine ~fforts. 
The fact is, we are clearly moving forward. ' 

New ISC Procedure 

The corning year will be important in that it will be the first in 3 years in which the Federaf 

agencies' activities will. not be hampered by the courts. Therefore, we must concentrate our 

efforts on effective implementation. In so doing, I would like for you, where appropriate, to 

se~ect and/or delegate your role on the Interagency Steering Committee (ISC) to agency heads 

so that we can have an ISC that meets quarterly and actually coordinates the work in the 

. region. I understand that in some cases this will not result in a change, but the ISC 

responsibility should be made clear. I will continue to chair. the- ISC. Don't hesitate to call 

if this creates any problems. . 

Feedback is needed immediately on 1995 Benchmarks 

Per the FY95 Inte~ior Appropriations Report, the. Office of For~stry and Economic i 

Development (OF&ED) must develop benchmarks for both the economIC and forestry aspects 
of Plan implementation for FY 95 and then report back to the President and Congress by 
De~ember 31, 1995, on agencies' success in meeting those benchmarks. The report win also 
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include recommendations for improvements that we may make to meet the President's 
conurutments. 

Good work has already begun in establishing these benchmarks. Attached are copies of the 
proposed forestry .and economic benchmarks paper. Please have the benchmarks 
appropriately reviewed immediately and return to OF&ED·with youragencies comments 
by February 15th. The Departments of Labor and HOD and the Small Business 
Administration are not involved with the forest component so there is no need for; them to 
review the forest benchmarks paper. The final forest and economic benchmark papers should 
be agreed to at the first quarterly meeting of the ISC on March 8, 1995. Details on the meeting 
~fu~oo~~ 	 .. . 

I expect OF&EDto report back to me by February 10th with both a final roster of ISC 
delegates and a list of benchmarks under which we may measure agencies' success in. Plan 
implementation. Again, thank you all for your fine efforts. 

Enclosures: 	 Accomplishments Summary 
Proposed Forestry & Economic Benchmarks 

DISTRIBUTION: 	 Secretary Babbitt 
Secretary Brown 
Secretary Cisneros 
Acting Secretary Rominger 
Secretary Reich 
Adininistrator Browner 
Administrator Lader 
Alice Rivlin 

CC: 	 Interagency Steering Committee 
Multi-Agency Command 
Regional Community Revitalization Team 
Regional Intergovernmental Executive Committee 

,. 
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Economic Revitalization 

The Economic'Adj'ustmentlnitiative is the first part of the President's Forest 
Plan, aimed at ptoviding immediate and long-term relief for people, businesses and 
communities affE!cted by changes in forest management practices. 

The people attending the Forest Conference clearly stated they wanted the opportunity to 
determine their oWn economic futures, but in order to do'it effectively government red tape had 
to be cut; and financial and .technical assistance had to be delivered where and when it was 
needed. 

To accomplish those goals, 'ideas from people and communities are gathered and considered 
by one-stop centers for all types of financial assi·stance called the Community Economic ., 
Revitalization Team (CERT). Each state has one CERT whose membership is individually 
tailored to deal with the needs of workers, families, businesses and communities in their state. 

To eliminate red tape, the CERTs are working to streamline government and overcome 
bureaucratic barriers. By the end of fiscal year 1994, i5 'barriers of red tape had been 
remo~~ 	 . 

In FY 1994; !n~re than $126 million in grants and loans were awarded for more 
than 160 projects in over 100 communities throughout the region to help with job 
training, small business assistance, community infrastructure a'nd many other 
efforts. 

: 	 ..'.' . 

While the list of projects and communities is- extensive, the economic assistance projects can 
be placed into four main targeted areas: 

Assistance to Workers and Families 
Example:· 	$6.6 million to Oregon and $1.8 million to Washington t6 retrain more than 1',750 

dislocated workers 

Assistance to Business and Industry 
Example: 	 $33 mi(lionin grants to stimulate business growth and economic development. 


projects in rural commu~ities in Oregon, Washington and California' 


Assistance to Communities 
Example: 	 More than $45 million in grants and loans to help rural communities in Oregon, 


Washington, and California plan an'd build water and wa$te treatmen't facilities 

and other i'!lprovements to community facilities and infrastructure 


Ecosystem Investment 
Example: 	 $27 million to fund more than400 watershed restoration projects in Oregon, 


Washington'and California, restoring the environment and providing jobs 


The President's Forest Plan. hopes to distribute more than $900 mil1i.on to the, region over the· 

remaining four years' of the Economic Adjustment Initiative. While more than $248 million in 


. gnintsand loans ~vere available from a variety of federal programs and agencies in 1994, the 
overwhelming majority of the money spent was,in the form of grants, and the remaining unspent.· 
funds were due to a lack of demand for t~e. loans and loan guarantees, 

http:mil1i.on
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United States Office of Forestry and Economic Development 

- ' 	 . ' 

333 S.w. First Avenue, P.O. Box 3623, Portland, Oregon 97208-3623 

The President's Forest Plan: 
Breaking Gridlock. and Moving Forward 

. . . 

For years. ,ill uncertain future loomed before the people and communities in Oregon. 
Washington and California as disagreements grew over the management of public forest 
lands, which created conflict, division, and ultimately gridlock. 

To put an end to the gridlock and move the region forward, on April 2. 1993. President 
BillClintoll convened the Forest Conference in Portland, Oregon. Fonhe first time in· 
history, environmentalists, timber companies. Native American tribes, and local, state and 
federal governments sat down together at one table and focused on the future of natural 
resources management. 

From the Forest Conference came the President's Forest Plan, whose goals were 
. dear: 

* 	 Support the region's communities during a period of economic transition 

Provide a sustainable timber economy 

Protect and enhance the environment 

Make federal agencies work together as one government 


The President's. Forest Plan was released only six months ago, yet it is already being 
successfully implemented on the ground. with many significant accomplishments: 

~o support the ·peop1e and their communities through this period of transition, in 1994 
more than $126 million in grants and loans were awarded to more than 100 
communities throughout the region creating opportunities for new jobs; job training 
programs, community infrastructure, small business assistance and:other efforts. : 

To protect and enhru;ce the environment,. in 1994 more than 600 watershed restoration· 
projects were completed or initiated, putting peoplet6 work repairing and 
enhancing streams, waterways and other restoration projects.· .. 

Years ofgridlock were broken within two months afterthe President released his science.: 
based forest plan, when federal courts lifted injunctions banning timber harvesting on 
some fee/eral lands, which aI/owed timber sales in owl habitat to move forward for· 
the first time in three years. 

. While there is still much to dointhe years ahead, a solid foundation is now j~ place for. 

complete and successful impl,ementa:iion of the President's Forest Plan, 


The 	President's Forest Plan consists ot' three main components: .. 
Economic Revitalization, Forest, Management, and -Interagency Cooperation . 

. The following pages outline in more detail the Forest Plan's goals. implementation. and 
highlight some of the many other accomplishments to date. 
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Forest Management 

The. goal: Create ascience-based natural resources management plan that 
both protects tbe environment and provides for a sustainable timber harvest. 

Recognizing forests are a complex network of biological systems, the Forest Plan calls for 
innovative ecosystem management planning. To plan for the future of these ecosystems, , 
Washington, Oregon and California are broken into 12 provinces that share common aquatic and 
terrestrial characteristics, with watersheds serving as the basis for the planning areas to help 
assure clean water for people and healthy habitat for fish andwildlife~ . . 

.When the president's science-based Forest Plan was released on April 13,. 1994, within two 
months federal courts lifted injunctions' banning timber harvesting on public lands, 
allowing timbE~r sales in owl habitatto moveforWard for the first time in three 
years. To protect the environment around riparian areas and aquatic habitat, timber sales are' 

. designed to limit impacts on streams in the region ..While it will t?ke a few years to reach the 

forest plan's target level, timber sales are expected to be about I:l billion board feet per year. 

In fiscal year 1994, the foJ/owing was alsoaccompli~hed: 

* 	 .252 million board feetof timber was sold from public lands within the range of 
the northern spotted owl ' 

* 	 .An additional 257 million board feet was sold from publiclands outside the 
range or the northern spotted owl 

*. 1.38 biflion board feet was actually harvested: 1.005 billion board feet within. 
the range of the northern spotted Qwl1376 million outside of the range of the 
northern spotted owl. 

* Initiatec/ scie;1tific review of proposed management actions in late
successional reserves and allowed eCOlogically sensi(;ve activities to move forward. 

An Aquatic Conservation Strategy is aimed at ~estoring and maintaining the ecological 
health of watersheds. The strategy provides direction for watershed analysis, restoration and,' 
monitoring for the region. . . . . . . , 

Among the accomplishments in 1994 to imp/~ment the Aquatic Conservation 
Strategy: 

* 	 Completed or initiated 614 watershed restorationprojects, which are restoring. 
streams and putting people iowork. For example, two teams of displaced timber' . 
wo~kers in the Olympic and Willamette National Forests earned family' wages while being 
trained for and implementing watershed restoration projects. This rype of successful 
program will be applied in other forests throughout the region in 1995. '. 

* 	 Completed analysis of 34 watersheds 

* Analysis of an additional 40 watf:rsheds underway 

*. Completed a uniform guidebook for watershed analysis 

-'---



Forest Management continued 

. , 

The Forest Plan also develops creative new management techhiquessuch as Habitat 
Conservation Plans, which allow landowners to move forWard with their economic 
goals while still conserving· forests and waterways for habitat preservation. 
Currently, negotiations are underway with 25 landowners on Habitat Conservation Plans which 
would cover nearl), 3.7 million acresin Oregon, Washington, and California. 

A framework was developed for regional research, scientific oversight, and 
monitoring plans to ensure that the implementation of projects will be monitored now and in 

. the future, and that up'-to-date scientific; information on ecosystem management ~" be shared 
between all p.irrt~cipating groups. 

The Forest Plan. recognizes six different types of federal/and allocations to preserve old 
growth forests, protect the environment, and allow for timber harvest of trees less than 80 years 
old, or salvaging activities that help promote characteristics of ancient forests: . . . 

Riparian Reserves: 2.2 million acres along streams and wetlands to protect and enhance 
clean water and to create habitat. 

Adaptive Management Areas: 1.5 million acres consisting of ten areas intended for 
innovative forest management. They are located near forest-:dependent communities. 

Matrix Lands: Includes 4.9 million acres outside of reserves and withdrawn areas which 
are available for timber harvest. 

Congressionally Withdrawn Areas: 7 million acres of National Parks, wilderness areas, 
nationalinonurnents and other federal lands where timber harvest is prohibited. 

Late-successional reserves~ 7,1 million acr~s offederal lands where old-growth or late 
successional cutting is prohibited. 

Administratively Withdrawn Areas: 1.7 million acres of federal land to be used for various 
uses such as experimental forestry, research; recreation, and scenic areas. 

The plan also establishes ten Adaptive Management Areas (AMA) within the forest 
. plan region. These AMA'swill become living' laboratories where experimenting with innovative, , 
environmentally sensitive forest management techniques will be enco~ragedarid developed. 

'. ". 

The AMA's \Arill also allow the opportu~ity for people to play an. important new role in 
helping determine for the future of their local forests, by working with their local federal 
agencies at the grass-roots· level developing new experimental forestry techniques and plans for 
their AMA. Federalguidelines establishing this process were put together in the fall of1994~ 
and the .AMA's are now getting their public participation processes underWay. . . 
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.Interagency Coordination.· 

The th,rd partof the President's Fore"st Plan is aime,d at'making federal. 
agencies woik as one government. Instead of creating more bureaucracy, the 
President directed existing federal agencies involved with the forest plan to work 
together in cre.ative new interagency groups. 

In an unprecedented effon by the federal government, the interagency groups have brought· 
the federal agencies who are developing; monitoring, and overseeing the forest plan to the table, 
wh~re they areeffedively ";'orking together to implement the forest plan. Agencies are now 
working as one government and saving money by jointly coordinating effons, improving 
communication, sharing. information, and eliminating duplication. 

With the President continuing with his commitment to downsize federal 
government,each agency involved with th~ forest plan redirected their priorities 
and dedicated time, staff and resources to the interagency groups to make the 
forest plan work. . 

The Interagency Steering Committee (lSC) establishes overall policies for the forest 
plan. The committee is chaired by the White House Office of Environmental Policy and its 
members include the Cabinet~level offices of the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary.of 
Agriculture, Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

The. Regional. Interagency Executive Comm,ittee (RIEC) serves as the senior regional 
body impl~menting the forestplan, coordinating and communicating policies with agencies in the 
forest plan area. Members of the committee inclu·de the Pacific Northwest and California 
directors of the Bureau of Land Management, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, National 
~arine Fisheries Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Environmental Protection Agency, and 
the National Parks Service. Advising the RlEC is the Regional Intergovernmental . 
Advisory Committee (RIAC), which ensures key panicipation from t~e state and tribes within 
the region. 

The Regional Ecosystem Office (REO) provides independent recommendations and 
. scientific, technical and other staff support to the RlEC to help implement the forest plan.: Staff 
of the REO~lfe on loan from federal agencies involved with the fo~est pIan~ . . . 

Each of the 12 provinces has a Provincial Interagency Executive Committee (PIEC), 
made up of federal agencydir.ectors who oversee the implementation ofthe Forest Plan within 
their province .. A major component of the Pl;EC are the Adv/sory' Committees,' made up of 
community, business, environmental groups, Native American tribes, and federal, state, and 
county officials who diJ:"ectly advise the PIEC. The PIEC Advisory Committees are the grass- . 
roots contact for involvement in the Forest Plan process.' . ! J . 

,. "' . . . . . . 
. '. 

Assisting the Economic Adjustment Initiative are the Multi-Agency Command (MAC) 
and the Regionaland State Community Economic Revitalization Teams (RCERT arid 

. CERT) .. The MAC members include the sub-Cabinet~Ieveloffices ofthe Secretary of 
Commerce, Secr.etary of Labor, Secretary of the Interior, Secretary. of Agriculture, Secretary of . 
Housing and Urban Development. Secretary of Transportation, Small Business Administration, 
and other federal officials. RCERT and state CERT meinbe~s include representatives from 

( Califom~a, Oregon, \Nashington, Native American tribal'organizations, arid federal agencIes 
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v. Priorities and. Benchmarks· for FY 1995 

Backfrourid: 

The Conference Report of the FY 1995 Department of Interior and Related Agencies bill 
states that the director of the US Office of Forestry and Economic Development 

..... shall report to the President and Congress no later than December 3 I. 1995 
on Federal agencies' progress on forest management, economic assistance. and 
interagency 'coordination at both regional and national levels. with special 
attention being given 'to watershed analysis and restoration." 

.' :.' .'. 

In fulfilling this direction OFED would like the ISC and RIEC to agree on benchmarks for . 
meaSurement and. analysis so that the agencies in both. Washington. D.C. and the region will ~ 

be working toward the same goals. 

.The RIEC has already established their 1995 priorities. The attached outline of the RIEe's 
priorities, and REO actions in support of these priorities, provides a good summary of the 
agreements. 

While the RJECIREO priorities are tied to specific actions, the rsc has focused on broader 
policy priorities that ar~ measurable and tied to key issues in the Plan as outlined in section, 
one of this document. OFED suggests that. tlie rsc <;ontinue to focus on these broader issues 
in 1995. 

Listed below are the key areas whefl~ we, collectively. need to show results in 1995. along: 
with some of the questions that remain to be worked Ollt. With your modificationsaIJd 
approval. we will go back ·to the agencies and jointly develop a plan to meet and measure 

. these goals for 'the next rsc meeting which we propose should take place in the middle of 

January 1995. 


Proposed 1995 Ber£chmarks: 

Natural Resource Management 

L Watershed Analysis: Need Understanding that these analyses are issue driven and are tied 
to nearly every action on the ,ground. Prepare them for necessary work to get short-term 
projects completed and update as other projects come along. Comply with the pilot guide for 
1994-1996, but be realistic about the iterative nature of these analyses. Issues are not the' 
same throughout the region, for example, timber sales are not the only driving force. some 

. forests may be driven by hyd~oPbwer relicensing or watershed restoration.. 

Agencies need to coordinate with State efforts and get agreement on scope and nature of the. 
analyses. Currently there some differences of opinion among and between land management. 
and regulatory agencies on level of detail that is needed for completing watershed analysis 
requirements. This is due in part to their different legislative mandates and objectives. We 

. ',' 
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need. in explicit understanding ano how much NEPA, Clcan Water Act, and Endangered 
Species Act benefits we are seeking from the watershed analysis process. As the 
forests/districts become more adept at preparing analyses, the time and cost of preparation 
should go down. Some forests estimate that once thei r GIS programs are up and running, 

. they can do. an analysis ih 2-3 months. 

Suggested Benchmark: Set regional goal for number of analyses to accomplish. 
State iiltenns ofa range or a percent of land base, rather than a' "hard target". Resolve 
differences between federal agencies on scope and method of analyses as ~e jointly . 
develop the interagency guide .. Develop strategies for reducing costs ?J1d time of . 
preparation. ' 

2. Watershed Restoration: Nee;d to recognize the link between watershed restoration and 
jobs-in-the-woods. Money is given to resource managers to accomplish watershed 
restoration. Resource managers are adept at designing restoration projects. but not as 
experienced in. making those projects fulfill Jobs-:-in-the-Woods goals. We succeeded in 
spending the appropriated funds in 1994, but how many workers were employed, how long 
was the job duration, at what pay scale, and what skills were developed by the workers? 
How can we improve for 951 Must strengthen the link betv.:een the two programs: and show 
field managers how to make gains here. Need to spread contract operations out over the year" 
if possible. 

Suggested Benchmark: Expand the Jobs-in-the-WoodslDisplaced Worker Training 
program modelled on the Sweet Home Ranger District and the Olympic. National 
Forest to 9 other locations/units. Spread projects over a 6 month period. at a 
minimum, more if possible. Strengthen tie to the State Community Economic 
Revitalization Teams. 

3. Timber Sales: Timber sale "target" numbers do not reflect the amount of work that must 

take place up front. Before the planner begins, a watershed analysis, slll'ley and manage 

species information. and sometimes a Late Succes~ional Reserve assessment must be 

completed. TIlis is in addition to any NEPA analysis, Section 7 or adaptive management area 

consultations and project design . 


.The timeliness in producing a timber sale program is especially acute. in the next 2 to 4 years 
as the initial assessments are completed. 

Suggested Benchmark: Build planning steps into the target assignment. Adjust 
target for reductions in Forest Service R-5 and BLM land management plans. Forest 

. Service in R-6 should reevaluate the effects of the ROD on the PSQ in their land 
management plans. Set tlrriber s~le target levels for. 1995-1997. Forest Service Chief 
has testified to Congress that the projected sale level for 1995 for R-6 and R-5 in the 
owl ran'ge will be from 400-470 mmbf 

4. ,Monitoring~ This is a critical measure of success and will also allow us fO make changes 
to the srandards and guidelines as we leam more about the effects of plan implementation 



Monitoring GIS is also essential as a measure of the effec(i~eness of our forest management 
in meeting the objectives ofthe Forest Plan. fmplementation monitoring will be in place 
soon. Other pieces wlll be completed in 9.5 and 96. Need to emphasize importance of 

monitoring to. field level ... and the linkage to future management decisions, as we/las the 
courts, Monitoring must not be put to the side as we prioritize bud!5ers to meet other 
benchmarks. 

Sugg;ested Benchmark: Field level should be implementing the Implementation 
Monitoring Plan. Initiate construction of an interagency data base for sharing 
monitoring data and as a process for. improving procedures. 

5. Adaptive Management Areas: Efforts in adaptive management areas were affected by 
F ACA concerns and the focus of available resources on other priority areas.· Man'y view 
these areas as .. matrix .... Therefore. to what extent do we want to continue making this a 
priority for 95? fn what. lJlanner? Possible measures include the numbedkind of new. 
creative projects proposed; parmerships established or formalized; amount/type of active 
participation by public, research scientists, and agencies; Aly1A plans prepared or decisions on 
whether/when a plan wlll be prepared 

Suggested Benchmark: Plans prepared where determiried necessary. innovative or 
experimental projects initiated or completed, public parmership strategy in place. 

6. Habitat Conservation Plans: The Northwest Forest HabitatConservation Plan Program in 
Olympia is a new program established in 1994. Measuring the success of the program will 
be problematic in part because of novelty of the program, but also because of the tremendous 
variability among the various HCPs currently underway.' These range from small, 
straightforward plans to complex plans of over a million acres; involvement of Fish and. 
Wildlife Service staff varies respectively. Measuring success is probably best accomplished 
by examining several factors. . . 

. . 

Suggested Bench mark: Total number of RCPs being processed: . At the inception of 
the HCP program, endangered species staff in Oregon and Washington were actively 
working on no more than three to five RCPs.·· Staff is now working on nearly 20 
HCPs in these two 'states and another four are in progress in California. 

Total number of HCPs finalized: To. date one HCP has been completed in Washington 
and one in California. The potential exists for completing up to ten plans in 1995. 

Customer satisfaction: One of the distinct goals of the RCP office is to deal wlth the 
frustration that many timber owners feel under the current regulatory structure. If this 
perception/attitude changes'under the new program, one of the Fish' and Wildlife 
Service's major objectiveswll1 have been fulfilled. 

I 
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In teragency Coordination: 

,Regional/national levels need to communicate strong commitment to the p/anand model 
interagency c09rdination for field levels. The agencies have good horizontal integration, but, 
not ";'enical' tntegration. For example, the RIEC is operating very well, but that 'coop~ration 
does not necessarily transfer to the field. 

Need specific direction to Washington D.C. national offices and the .field on interagency 
. coordination, budget preparation, and implementation. The Regional'level is making great, 

progress on implementation direction, but national level and national to field level 

coordination could be improved. 


Need to reduce regulatory/management agency tension regarding watershed analysis and 
restoration. Need to co~ply with F ACA, and get RIEC and PIEC advisory committees tip and 
running. Need to continue to speak as one government and must reach ,out to States. Tribes' 
and Counties. Need to strengthen the link between economic and forestry components of the 
Plan. 

Suggt:sted Benchmark: Establish interagency staff group at the national level thar 
will help the region accomplish goals and breakdown barriers, rather than act as an 
oversight group. 

Issue budget direction from each agency/depanment that directs the region to 
work together in preparing budgets. Intergovernmental Advisory Committees' 
and Provincial Advisory Committee's are up and running. Economic and 
forestry sides of the plan are coordinating on a'regular basis at regionai and 
field level. 

Barriers: 

In addition to the obvious challenges all the agencies face in defining and implementing 
ecosystem management, there are process, funding and structural barriers to accomplishing the 
above goals. The ISC should focus on breaking down these barriers to extent they can gi,jen . 
current funding realities. . 

I. "Bureaucr<~ Unnecessary or outdated processes still exist. ,. We need to identify where '. 
these exist and work on an interagency basis to get rid of them. A survey of the field offices 
would likely result in ?- list of processes that are simply a matter of (igency policy or culture, 
(rather than law or regulation) and could be changed or eliminated. 

'I 

2. Funding and FTEs: Realizing that the administration and Congress will continue to reduce. 
budgets and FTEs, we must also recognize that the agencies have budget and especially FTE 
problems. For example, the following is a summary of Forest Service (Region 6) funding and 
FTE reductions from FY 90-94, 
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Uni[ . FY 90 (M$) FY 94 (M$) % FY 90 FTE's FY 94 FTE's % 

R.6 Total $644,177 $563,690 -13% . 10,365 . ,7,718 . -26% 


WIL NF $ 59,447 $ 33,507 -44% 995 550 -45% 

Olympic NF $ 22,170 $ 17,124 -23% 395, 228 -41% 


The FTE figures, include full-time, part-time and temporary employees. 

Given the critical need to show significant results in FY 95, we will need support from the ' 
rsc to reduce restrictions on FTEs if at all possible and shift budget priorities where needed. 

3. Structure: We need to discuss the make-up of the rsc for FY 95 and beyond to assure' 
that the right representati ves are at the table and that they meet on at least a quarterly basis. 
An interagency staff group should be established in Washington, D.C. that will assist the 
region in breaking doWn barriers to plan implementation.. This group should serve as 
facilitators rather than giving direction and oversight. 
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... PROPOSED R'CERT STRATEGIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 

REVISITING/EVALUATING PRIORITY ROLES STRATEGIES OF THE . . 

RCERT FOR FISCALYEAR 1995 

Revised November 4,1994 

Purpose of the Document 

. This,document is a proposed addition to the Implementation Plan dated December 10, 
1993. Its purpose isto provide the RCERT areas of priorities in which to concentrate 
efforts for FY 1995. This document combined with the Implementation Plan sets forth 
actions to maximize the capacity of timber area workers: families, businesses, tribes, 
and communities in the Pacific Northwest to regain and improve their economic and 
social well being. . . 

Proposed Areas of Emphasis 
. 

1. Tracking: 

Equitable Distribution of Funds 

Jobs/Other 

Ecosystem 


2. Relationship to the MAG 
3. Impr'oving the delivery system/Process improvements strategy 
4. Public Affairs/Outreach. . 
5. Integrating with Biological side of the President's Forest Plan 

Please find attached the recommended strategies and assignments designed to build 
on the success of RCERT operations in the top five priority role areas. 
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PROPOSED RCERT STRATEGIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 

1. TRACKING STRATEGIES 

A DIstRIBUTION OF FUNDS TRACKING STRATEGY 

Need te) tailor funds tracking systems to meet the needs of our individual priority 
customers. This most likely will result in the need to create/provide slightly different ' 
reports for each customer type (However, a single uniform report would improve 
efficiency in data collection and reporting). 

, Priority Customers include:, 

OMB, MAC, RCERT, SCERT. Public 

Recommendation: Laura McFarland's replacement will work with each group and 
present final, formats to the RCERT by the first meeting in 1995. 

B. TRACKING JOBS - (Wages, # of dislocated timber workers hired, communities 
served). 

To effectively accomplish our goals of reporting to the MAC, public, not to mention 
Congress and the PRESS, there needs to be a region wide system to track jobs wages, 
# of di~lC)cated timber w0rk..ers hired, communities served, and other funds leveraged. 

Recomrnendation: ApPoint a committee to develop a universal system and facilitate 
agency participation. ,The committee will present a plan and/or system by the first 
meeting in 1995. . 

Committee: John Gilman, Bud Fischer, Ann Berblinger, Gary DeRosa, Ed Allen, Jack 
Peters: ' 

C. ECOSYSTEM TRACKING 

To evaluate and report on the success and economic impact of ecosystem restoration 
projects there needs to be a region wide system to track the number and dollar amount 
of contracts awarded to local firms, the number of jobs created and number offull time 
equivalent employees, and the number of dislocated workers hired. 

Recommendation: Appoint a committee to develop a universal system and facilitate 
agency participation. The committee will present a plan and/or system by the 'first ' 
meeting in 1995. ' 

Committee: Nancy Glornan, Kent Connaughton, Bob Rheiner 

2 



PROPOSED RCERT STRATEGIES FOR FiSCAL YEAR 1995 

. SAMPLE TRACKlNG SYSTEM FOR SCERTOR PUBUC 

NORTHWEST ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT INITIATIVE 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 

ADDITIONAL ADDITIONAL.GENERAL 
AVAILABLE SPENT TOTAL 

RDA 8&1 

PROGRAM BASE SPENT 

$$ $$$$ $$ $$ 
;LOANS 

etc. Etc. Etc. 
: 

. $$ $$$$ $$TOTAL ~~ 

When developing the tracking system, it is imperative to provide the correct amount of 
general dollars available and the amount'of additionaJ'doUars available. There have 
been many different versions of numbers supplied to participants and the public. 

Providiilg ·actual numbers to our key customers is a critical component of the Public 
Affairs Strategy and will enhance our ability to accurately report on the . 
accomplishments of the Initiative .. 

2. RELATIONSHIP TO THE MAC 

The relationship to the MAC goes beyond our reporting requirements. This relationship , 
effects our ability to improve the delivery system and overcome challenges. Without· 

significant support from the MAC, our ability to improve the delivery system and 
overcome challenge is significantly diminished. 

Recommendation: Appoint a committee to develop a strategy and on~going 
'. relationship with the MAC. The committee will .submit a plan to the RCERT by the first 
meetil)g in 1995. . 

Committee: RGERT Co-Chairs, Bill Scott, Terry Gorton, Karin Berkho/tz, Karl Stauber. . , ,", 

3 



" 

PROPOSED RCERT STRATEGIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 

3. IMPROVING THE DELIVERY SYSTEM/PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS STRATEGY 

As we complete the first year of the Initiative, it is appropriate to focus our efforts and 
evaluate our ability to obtain process improvements. Because of the key role the MAC 
plays in process improvements, RCERT action on this strategy should be delayed until 
there can be discussions with the MAC on taking a more aggressive approach. 

Recommendation,: The committee should have discussion with the MAC on potential 
direction for process improvements. 

4. PUBLIC AFFAIRS STRATEGY 

Develop a holistic regional message focusing on the success, accomplishments, and .. 
challenges of the Northwest Economic Adjustment Initiative for presentation to key 
customers. The RCERT will serve as a forum for the timely exchange of Initiative 
information and for presentation to key customers. 

Recommendation: Appoint a committee to develop/update a public affairs 
implementation plan: .The committee will presenla plan by the first meeting in 1995. 

Committee: Armando Quiroz, Ken Brooks, Terry Gorton,Calvin Mukumoto, Karin 
Berkholu: Eric Herst, Jennifer Kang, a representative of 'the US Office of Forestry and 

,Economic Development and Tom E. Davis . 

. These are the main elements for thiscominittee to address: 
1. Relationship with Congress. 
2. Public announcements. 
3. Communicating internally with the partners and those involved with the Initiative: 
4. Tracking, interpreting and disseminating information that is appropriate. 

S. Greater Inte!]ration with the Biological Side of the President's Forest Plan 

The forest plan is one plim with biological and economic concems. The Economic; 
Adjustment Initiative (EAI) is one component of the plan. Timber harvest and 
watershed restoration projects will have a major effect on the success of EAl. 
Biological concerns will affect the level of timber harvest and amount of watershed 
restoration projects. 

,Recommendation: The RCERT must define its relationship with the following: 

1. REO 

2. HIEC 

3. Larid management agencies 

4 
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THE WHITE HOUSe: 

WASH I NG,.ON 

November 29, 1993 

MEMORAN1JUM FOR 
SECRETARY BABBlTI, DID"ART.MENT OF THE INTERIOR 
SECRETARY BROWN. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
SECRETARY CISNEROS. DEPARTMl;NT·OF HOUSlNG AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT . 

SECRETARY ESPY. DEP AR'IMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
SECRETARY REICH, DEPARTMENT OF ~OR 
ADMINISTRATOR. BROWNER., ENVlROm4ENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
ADMINISIRATOR BOWLES, S:MAlL BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION 

LEON l'ANEITA. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
BOB R.UBIN; NATIONAL ECONOMIC COUNClL 
KATIE MCGINTY. OFFICE ON ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
JOAN BAGGErr, OFFICE OF POLITICAL AFFAW 
MARK GEARAN. COMlvlUNICAnONS OFFICE 
CAROL RASCO. OFFICE FOR DOMESTIC POLICY 

FROM: . ROY NEJ;4 DEPUl'Y CHIEF OF STAFF -p.,___~ 
SUBJECT: OFFICE OF FORESTRY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

.. 
BACKGROUND: 

"We must never forget [he human and economic dimensions of these problems. 

Where sound management policies can preserve the health ofjarest lands, 

sales should go forward. Where this requiremsnt cannol be mel, we need to do 

our best to offor new economic opportunities for year round, high wage, high

sldll jobs. We may make mistaires hut we will try to end tire gridlock within 

tlu: federal gOVf!1'nmutt and we will ilUist on colfaboration, not 

con.frontation. " 


~ President William 1. Clinton 
White House Forest Conference 
Portland, Oregon 
April 3, 1993 
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The pmposc of this memmaDdum. is to alert you to thecrcation of an Office on Forcsay and 
Economic Development in the Pacific Northwest, and the se1cction of Tom Tuchmann as the 
Director of the: Office. 	 . 

In pledging to resolve the northcm CaIifomia and Pacific Northwest's "forest crisis, the 
President promised to untangle a complex web of administrative inaction,comt on:1.ers. and 
interagency diffe:eJlCeS. On July 2nd. the Pres:itWnt annonnced his Forest Plan for a . 
Susminable Economy and Sustainable EnvimIlIDCllt (see attllChed). '!'he plan fuls been 
natio;oa1ly teCClgniml for the manner in which it attempts to reconcile the jobs vs. 
enviromnent issue. We DOW ~ a "fuIl·court pICSS" strategy to ensure the effective 
i1llplemcnlation of the plan.. 

We have aheady made some significant progress on this front. The attached memoranda of 
unde:rs1andingll which most of you.l:ecently signed, wee ~ to help.guide the 

. implementation effort. A forest management Interim Interagency Implementation Team has 
been formed in Portland, Oregon. The states and National Economic Council have 
established WOrldng relationships to provide more effective delivery of worker and community , 
assistance programs. All agencies have been worldng to secure funding fer program 
implementation within existing overall lmdgec constr.tints for FY 1994 and FY 1995.' 

Yet, the plan i$ complex aud there is little margin for error.. To SS$UJ:'e successful plan 
implementation, a regional Office of Forestry ami Economic development will be 
established. 

PURPOSE AND RESPONSm1IITIES= 

The primary re~1lillti.es of this office include: 

• 	 fost.c:ring close coordination among agencies and wed:: groups at the 
regional level: , 

• 	 ensuring proper and continual coordina.tion between regional 

activities and. WasbingtOn-based policy and budget initiatives; 


• 	 assisting agencies in plan implementation; , 

serving as a visible point of contact for state/community groups; 


• 	 enhancing the. close coordination of public communications on the 
President's plan within the region; 
providing a visible expression of the P.rcsident's continuing commitment 
to full and aggressive implementation of his ptograni.. 

The Office of Forestry and Economic DeVelopment will be located in Portland.. Oregon fer 
two years. Portland is cem:ral1y located within rhe regio~ which will make travel to northe:m . 
California and the Pacific Northwest easier. 

The Director will serve as the primary Administration representative' on all issues relating to 

the implementation of the plan, both within the region and also between the region and. . 

http:re~1lillti.es
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WuhingtOD-basal implcmca.ta1ioo. activities. 'l'he DimCUJr shall serve as a liaison .tD an 
~ and. provide tepOrrs to tho While House about proPs' on all fronts - from. fCleSt 
p:racdces, 10 ccmornic usista:D.c'.e, to the pIQII'CSJ OIl moving timber to mills. 1bo White. 
Hoose amicipan:s that all apcy peI.'SODI1Olin WashingtOn, and in the region. will give the 
dlrcctor full ceoperadon so t:bat tile President's pIan is fully impIemcmcd. We expect this 
effort involving several agencies to be a case study for tbe Clinton Administration's 
''Rcinve:rued Oovenrmattn. 

In this capacity the Dhector or his designee .will oversee both the RcgiODal Interageocy 
Execnti.vc Coamriaee ad OJ",!! '.mity Eamomic Rcv:italiza!ionTeam.. The DiIcCtcr will also . 
serve as a member aud liaiscm to the WuhiDgton. D.C. based Jnterageucy BxeaI1ive 
Committee aDd Multi-Agency Command. WorJdng with tho agencies. the Director wiD also 
be rcspousible for eoauriag the effective 81Id timely comi:mmicatkm with the COngressional 
delegation. OIha rowmunity groups and the public ~i on all matters xeW:ing to plan . 
hapl.emeDtatkm. ' 

Mr. Tom Tuchmann will serve as Director of the Office. TOlD is a fon:stcr who u.n.detstands 
both the tecbWcal and policy componentS of the region's forestry issues. Tom served as c0
chair of the Presid.a:tt's transition team cfIbn OIl. the Forest Conference. As Special Assistant 
to Seaetary Babbitt. Tom assisted in designing the Forest Couference and subsequent ' 
planning efforts. Attached is a brief biography for your infomlation. 

Auacbrocmts: 
Forest .Plan far a Sustainable Economy and Sustainable Envinnmlent 
Worku and Commnnjty Assistance MOU 
Forest Management MOU 
Tuchmann Biography 
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united states Forest Washi.ngton . 14th & IndependenceSW 
Department of Service Office P.O. Box 96090 
Agriculture Washington, .DC 20090-6090 

Reply to: 6130 Date: November 17, 1993 

Subject: Announcement of new Chief and Associate Chief 

~o: All Forest Service Employees 

I am.pleased to take this opportunity to personally inform all Forest Service 
personnel that Dr. Jack Ward Thomas has been named the new Chief of the U.S. 
Forest Service•. The selection of Dr.' Thomas, ~ senior scientist and a 27-year 
veteran of the Agency, upholds my commitment to maintaining professional 
leadership in the Forest Service. Dr. Thomas, who comes from the ranks'of'the 
Agency, who has been a career civil servant, and who, has the highe,st 
professional standing, will start. his assignment in Washington on December 1, 
1993. 

I am a,lso happy to announce that Dave Unger will be the new Associate Chief. 
Mr. Unger will remain Acting Chief until December 1. We are grateful for Mz,'. 
Unger's assistance and guidance during this transitional period. 

Dr. Thomas possesses the necessary leadership experience, scientific 
backgr'ound, and profeSSional integrity to lead us in addressing the many 
challenges we will face. He brings to the position of Chief a high degr.ee of 
credibility and respect. In addition, he has consideraole experience with 
long-range and strategic planning. 

Working with Dr. Thomas and the Forest Service, I have three overriding goais 
I will see accomplished during my tenure as Assistant Secretary for Natural, 
Resources and Environment. These include: increasing the credibility of the 
Forest: Service; reinvesting in the professional resource managers who 
constitute the Forest Service; and moving forward with an ecosystem management 
approach that is scientifically sound and best meets the'complex and diverse 
needs of our customers. I believe that accomplishing these goals is essential 
to es1~ablish the foundation necessary to meet the challenges before us. In 
addition, before I leave office, the position of Forest Service Chief will 
return to career status. 

The Fc~rest Service has reached an. historical crossroads for natural resource 
management. We face the immediate challenge of managing forest resources in 
an integrated and coordinat~d manner, that is scientifically sound a~d 
ecologically-based, linking all elements of the forest landscape to meet the 
ever-changing demands of human beings, under ever-changing natural 
conditions. Additionally, we must restore public confidence, respond to an 
increasingly diverse clientele often with divergent values and goals, and to 
diversify our workforce to better reflect the culturally diverse citizenry ~e 
serve. In this period of shrinking budgets we must do more with less, 
becoming more efficient and responsive to meeting our customer's needs. 



2 All Forest Service Employees 

Confronting these challenges will require teamwork and a clear, shared 
vision. Our combined energy, imagination, ambition, and resourcefulness will 
enable us to achieve our aims and benefit from the many opportunities we shall 
encounter. I.am excited and energized to work with Dr. Thomas and with all of 
you in charting a positive and productive future. 

As Assistant Secretary, I am pleased with the opportunity to work with the two 
premier natural resource management agencies in the world. I look forward to 
working with you, and I thank you for your support and patience during this 
period of transition. 

lsI James R. Lyons 

James R. Lyons 
Assistant Secretary 
Natural Resources and Environment 
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Release No. 0952.93 

Steve Kinsella (202) 120-4~23 
Tom Amontree (202) 720-4623 

USDA CHARTS HEW COURSB WITH CHANGB IX LEADERSHIP AT FOREST SERVICE 

WASHINGTON, Nov. 17--Today the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
announced new leadership at the U.S. Forest Service. Jack Ward Thomas, a 
world renowned wildlife biologist with a lo~g and 'celebrated career at the 
agency will take over the helm as the 13th .chief of the Forest Service. 

Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy said, "Jack Ward Thomas has the 
scientific credentials, the dedication, and the professional integrity to. 
guide the agency as we move toward the 21st Century." . 

According to Assistant Secretary James R. Lyons, "Thomas' strong 
research background, his demonstrated leadership skills, and his 
understanding of forest and rangeland ecosystem management principles make 
him the ideal individual for the job." 

Earlier this year President Clinton intrusted Thomas with the 
im~)rtant task of leading the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team. 
Alollg with his outstanding contribution to the President's Forest 
conf.erence he led two other high-level scientific teams on northwestern 
forest ecosystem management. 

"To be asked to serve as Chief of the Forest Service, my professionai 
homEI for 27 years, is an honor. Our challenge and duty is to ensure that 
the' Forest Service emerges from this period of great change and development 
to reaffirm its position as the world's finest natural resource management 
agency, " 'said Jack Ward Thomas. 

Thomas holds degrees in wildlife management, wildlife science, and a 
doctorate in forestry. His professional career spans four decades and 
includes numerous national honors and awards, such as the Wildlife 
Society's Aldo Leo~ld award, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation's 
"Chuck" Yeager award, and the USDA Su'perior Service .award, the highest 
award granted by the Department. Thomas is also an elected Fellow in the , 
Society of American Foresters and an Honorary Member of the Wildlife 
Society. 

Espy also announced that David G. Unger, who has served as acting 
chief is being named as the new Associate Chief of the Forest Service, 
second in command to Thomas. "I want to personally thank Dave Unger for 
the leadership and guidance he provided as acting chief during this time of 
transition. As Associate Chief Unger will assist in leading the Forest 
Service to fully implementing its ecological'approach to ,managing the' 
nation'S forest and rangeland resources," Espy said. 

-more



-2

Before taking on his role as acting chief, Unger was associate deputy 
chief for National Forest System with emphasis in· the area of conservati9n. 
He most recently led a national initiative to implement and coordinate 
efforts to protect e,ndangered fisheries habitat. 

Lyons added, "Unger's experience in leadership positions with both the 
Soil Conservation Service and other agencies at USDA, will help accelerate 
our efforts to foster.a closer working relationship between the 
Del)artment's premier natural resource agencies." 

# 
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The following speech by Senator Mark O. Hatfield was delivered on November 4, 
1993, on the floor of 'the Senate concerning F. Dale Robertson: 

Senator Mark O. Hatfield 
Floor Statement 
Appointment of the New Forest Service Chief 
November 3, 1993 

Mr. President: 

For the past six years, F. Dale Robertson has served as Chief of the United 
States Forest servi~e, leading his agency through perhaps the most difficult 
challenges and transformations in the history of , any government resource 
management agency. Throughout his tenure, Chief Robertson has served'this 
country with honor, distinction, integrity and ingenuity and is unworthy of tne 
treatmen.t he has received at the hands of the current Adminis,tration. 

'Unfortunately, however, a decision has been made to remove Dale Robertson and' 
Associate Chief George Leonard from their top career Forest Service positions, 
in an effort to "clean house" and promote a new agenda f'or the embattled 
agency. I find' this practice troublesome because these positions, which have 
traditic.nally been filled by lifetime career personnel, provide the agency with 
a sense of continuity, institutional knowledge and insulation from the shifting 
tides of Washington, D.C.'s political culture. . 

Nevertheless, the termination of these two public servants appears to be an 
attempt to lay the blame for the problems in our national forests squarely on 
the shoulders of the now-former Chief and his closest staff. On its face, this 
misguidE!d action is simply ludicrous. The blame for the controversy 
surrounding the management of our National Forest System over the past six 
years lies not with one or two men, but with those most able to actually do 
something about the problem: Congress and past and present Presidential 
Administrations. 

Over thE~ past 3S years, Congress has done an excellent job layering numerous 
contradictory forest and resource management laws on top of one another, all 
the while expecting immediate and clear results from the Forest Service. In 
fact, over half of the laws affecting forest management in the united States 
today hllve been passed since 1964. Taken as a whole, the result of all these: 
laws is to create a smoke obscured mine field, surrounded by what I call 
"hyper-process" contradictory and unclear statutory and regulatory requirements 
which are the legislative equivalent of a train wreck. 

Despite this untenable situation, there has been no interest in taking a broad 
look at our nation's forest management policies,. debating solutions, and makirg 
the necessary changes. The current base of law has become so sacrosanct to 
some that, despite my pleading for clarifications to the forest statutes whicp 
have caused the loss of at least 26,000 jobs in my region, the majority of our 
nation's law making body has resisted any changes. In fact, the inaction by 
Congress and successive administrations mirrors an often heard theme of our 
time, where unless the settlement to a contentious issue is a "100 percent 
solution," there is no solution at all, and thus no balance and no relief is 
obtained for the 84 rural communities in my sta~e dependent on a federal timber 
supply. 
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In addition, the current Administration has said it will not support 
clarifications in the laws relating to management of the forests of the Pacific 
Northwest but, rather, it will work within the existing system to solve the 
forest crisis. This action will likely fail. 

For exa.mple, last July, at the conclusion of the President's Forest Conference, 
the Administration promised an annual regional timber sale level for 1993 of 
2.2 billion board feet. This year, the AdIninistration will be lucky to deliver 
on 10% of that amount as they fumble about in the existing labyrinth of forest 
management laws. That is the effect of hyper-process and gridlock, and it is 
equivalent to fiddling while Rome burns. 

Clearly, the blame for the problems in our national forests lies in many plac~s 
other than upon the shoulders of Dale Robertson and George Leonard. The 
policieel of Chief Robertson have come under fire from all sides of the ,resource 
management spectrum, including the current Secretary of Agriculture. In fact, 
opponent:s of Chief Robertson came out in the Oregon press last week contending 
that he over-cut national forest lands as supervisor of the Mt. Hood National 
Forest in Oregon from 1976 to 1980. This assertion, however, is false. 

During Dale's term as Mt. Hood supervisor, the forest met'its average timber 
sale targets almo,st exactly by the numbers. This target over the five-year 
period Of his tenure was 1.973 billion board feet, and the actual amount of 
timber £I,old was 1.981 ,billion board feet. In short, using the best science of 
that erll, Supervisor Robertson maintained almost the exact level of sustainable 
timber harvest established through the National Forest Management Act's 
ten-year planning process. 

Despite his efforts to facilitate change and steer the agency in new and bol~' 
directions as Chief, Dale has had the unfortunate duty to serve at a time when 
the public has been more interested in a fight than in finding solutions. 
Throughout this time of criticism and constant battles, Dale has served with 
distinction, as shown by his numerous agency-wide and personal accomplishments. 

In recent years, ma'ny have criticized the Forest' Service for being an 
entrenched bureaucracy where change seldom, if ever, occurs. The record, 
however, tells a different tale. In the last 15 years, the agency has changed 
dramatically, both in the direction and character of its"programs and 
workforce. 

Specifically, many changes have taken place in National Forest System programs 
between 198~ and 1992; including a 75% increase in recreacion funding, a 137% 
increase in funding for fish and wildlife and 50% reduction in the annual 
timber sales offered, from 11.3 billion board feet t,o 5.1 billion board feet 
nationwide, as well as a new policy to move c1e""rcutting as a forest manageme,nt 

'tool to the back of the tool box. 

In addition, in 1989, at the direction of Chief Robertson, the Forest 
launched the "New Perspectives" program to identify more environmentally 
sensitive ways of managing the National Forests'and Grasslands. This year the 
lessons of New Perspectives have been applied not only to the agency's 
"Ecosystem Management" policy, but also to the President's Forest Ecosystem 
Managelllent Assessment Team report. 



Chief Robertson has also received numerous personal awards during his time as 
chief, such as two from the President of the United States - the "Meritorious' 
Service Award" in 1987 and the "Distinguished Presidential Rank" in 1988. He 
also received Trout Unlimited's "Special Conservationist of the Year" award in 
1989, American Rivers Association's "River Conservationist of the Year" award' 
in 1990, the Secretary of Agriculture's award for "Best Manager in USDA for 
Workforce Diversity" in 1992 and the Senior Executive Association's award for 
"Outstanding Career Executive Leadership and for Success in Meeting the 
Challenge of change" in 1993. ' 

Mr. President, are these awards reflective of a man who shows disdain and 
disregard the nation's resource conservation laws? I think not. 

Dale Robertson is respected by his peers both within and outside the Forest 
Service as an individual with outstanding leadership abilities and high moral 
integrity. A man of such high accomplishment is certainly deserving of a more 
distinguished exit from an agency in which he has worked all his life. 

Perhaps Dale, as Chief, was not a good politician. Believe me 'there are worse; 
things to be charged with than that. But where he may not have been a good 
politician, Dale Robertson was - and remains - an exemplary forester and a 
cosummate (sic)professional. I have been proud to know and ,to have worked with 
him. , 

My disappointment with the handling of the Chief's departure is in no way a 
reflection of my feelings for the individual jus~ named to serve as acting 
Chief, Dave Unger. My congratulatio~s go out to Mr. Unger and I stand ready to 
assist with his transition to acting Chief in any way possible. His ~ask will 
be formidable, likely withou't much satisfaction, and I pledge to work with him 
and his new team to bring this conflict to an end and return peach - true peace 
~ to our forests and our communities. 

» END « 


